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This chapter describes the alternatives that were considered for meeting the 
purpose of the Mountain View Corridor (MVC) project as described in 
Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action. This section reviews the alternatives 
that were eliminated from detailed study, describes the No-Action Alternative 
and the alternatives that were carried forward for detailed study, and summarizes 
the advantages and disadvantages of the No-Action and action alternatives. 

For this chapter, all discussions of the roadway alternatives refer to the project 
without tolls, except where the discussion specifically says that the alternative is 
being considered with tolls. 

2.1 Alternatives Development Process 
The alternatives development process identified and evaluated a full range of 
alternatives that were brought forward during the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) scoping process, that were identified in previous studies, or that 
were developed as part of the Envision Utah Growth Choices process (see 
Chapter 3, Growth Choices). The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the 
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT), and the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) participated in the screening 
process that evaluated the alternatives. Each alternative was considered and 
reviewed against the project’s purpose and against a set of measures to determine 
if the alternative would be carried forward for detailed study in the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

In order to be carried forward for detailed study, an alternative needed to meet 
the purpose of the project (see Table 2.1-1) and be practical or feasible to 
construct from a technical and economic standpoint. The alternatives 
development process is summarized below and is detailed in Technical 
Memorandum 06, MVC Alternatives Screening Process and Results (MVC 
Management Team 2004a) and Mountain View Alternatives Screening Report 
Addendum (MVC Management Team 2007a). 

Table 2.1-1. Summary of the Project’s Purpose 

Primary Objectives Secondary Objectives 

Improve regional mobility by reducing 
roadway congestion 

Increase roadway safety 

Improve regional mobility by supporting 
increased transit availability 

Support increased bicycle and pedestrian 
options 

 Support local growth objectives 
See Section 1.3.1, Purpose of the Project, in Chapter 1 for more details.  

Figure 2-1.1, Mountain View Corridor Alternatives Development Process, 
provides an overview of the MVC alternatives development process. The process 
took a large number of suggested recommendations and screened and refined 
them to produce the alternatives that are being studied in detail in this EIS. The 
alternatives development process described in this chapter consists of the 
following six steps: 

• Identification of preliminary alternatives 
• Level 1 screening 
• Level 2 screening 
• Alternatives Screening Report (with public and agency input) 
• Refinement of the Salt Lake and Utah County alternatives 
• Reconsideration of the Utah County alternatives 
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Summary of Alternative Development Travel Demand Modeling 

The Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) and the Mountainland Association 
of Governments (MAG) are designated metropolitan planning organizations that 
work in partnership with UDOT, UTA, and other stakeholders to develop long-
range transportation plans for the communities in their jurisdictions. WFRC and 
MAG maintain a travel demand model, which is a state-of-the-practice tool that 
allows transportation analysts to input various land-use and growth scenarios to 
test road and transit networks with the expected traffic for each scenario. 

The WFRC/MAG regional travel demand forecasting model was used to evaluate 
the transportation effectiveness of the various alternatives. The travel model 
predicts future travel demand based on land-use, socioeconomic, and 
transportation system characteristics. The goal of the modeling analysis is to infer 
from the spatial distribution of population and employment and available 
transportation facilities the amount, type, and location of travel that residents will 
undertake. 

A single model is maintained for the four-county region covered by WFRC and 
MAG, with each metropolitan planning organization being responsible for inputs 
associated with their area. The travel model consists of three elements: the model 
itself (the scripts, equations, constants, and so on), the input networks (both 
highway and transit), and the input socioeconomic data. 

WFRC and MAG are continually updating and refining the travel model to 
incorporate new observed data and increased capabilities. For this reason, during 
the MVC alternatives development process, several versions of the travel demand 
model were released and used by the MVC project team. Figure 2-1.2, Mountain 
View Corridor Travel Demand Forecasting Methodology, provides an overview 
of the travel demand model versions that were used to develop the MVC 
alternatives and determine whether the alternatives would meet the purpose of 
the project. 

After the release of a new travel demand model version, sensitivity analysis was 
conducted to determine if the results from the new model version changed the 
screening results from the previous model version (MVC Management Team 
2007b). The sensitivity analysis looked at changes to expected volumes of traffic 
on the MVC and within the study area. As shown in Figure 2-1.2, the model 
sensitivity testing was performed for each step in the alternatives development 
process as a new model version was released. 
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2.1.2 Identification of Preliminary Alternatives 

This section provides an overview of the processes used to identify the following 
preliminary alternatives: 

• Preliminary alternatives identified from previous studies 

• Preliminary alternatives identified through public and agency input 

• Preliminary alternative identified from development of the Growth 
Choices “Vision” Scenario (see Chapter 3, Growth Choices) 

• Preliminary transit alternatives 

2.1.2.1 Preliminary Alternatives Identified from Previous Studies 

Early in the alternatives identification process, four recent transportation studies 
conducted in Salt Lake and Utah Counties within the MVC study area were 
examined to determine how their conclusions, including recommended and 
eliminated corridors and alternatives, applied to the MVC project. Table 2.1-2 
lists the studies along with the specific recommendations and/or outcomes of 
each study. The recommendations of these studies were considered in developing 
the alternatives considered in this EIS. 

Table 2.1-2. Recent Transportation Studies 

Study Recommendations and/or Outcomes Related to MVC 

Western Transportation 
Corridor Study, I-80 to Salt 
Lake/Utah County Line 
(WFRC 2001) 

New freeway from the Utah County line to State Route 
(SR) 201 running roughly adjacent to the existing utility 
corridor at 5800 West; widen 5600 West arterial from 
SR 201 to I-80. Include public transit in the corridor. 

North Valley Connectors Study 
(MAG 2002) 
 

Build three new east-west arterial connections between 
Redwood Road and I-15: 1900 South, 1000 South, and 
2100 North (south, middle, and north connectors, 
respectively). 

Inter-Regional Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis 
(Carter-Burgess 2002) 

Recommendations are identical to those from the 
Western Transportation Corridor and North Valley 
Connectors Studies. 

Porter Rockwell Corridor Study 
(City of Bluffdale 2004) 

Build an east-west arterial immediately north of Camp 
Williams between SR 68 (Redwood Road) and the I-15 
frontage road with five lanes and with right-of-way 
reserved for light rail.  

The roadway alternatives considered in these previous studies were evaluated to 
determine if they would meet the projected traffic in the MVC study area in 
2030. For this evaluation, the regional travel demand model (Version 3.2) 
developed by the metropolitan planning organizations was used. During the 
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roadway evaluation process, a regional trail system was also considered along 
with the alternatives. 

For the evaluation process, a freeway was defined as a high-capacity, high-speed, 
grade-separated, limited-access facility with interchanges similar to those on 
Interstate 15 (I-15) and Interstate 215 (I-215). An arterial was defined as a 
surface street with signalized intersections that operates at lower speeds similar 
to 5600 West and 3500 South in Salt Lake County or State Street in Utah County. 

Salt Lake County 

Freeway between SR 201 and I-80. Population and employment projections in 
Salt Lake County have increased since the Western Transportation Corridor 
Study was completed in 2001. The Western Transportation Corridor Study used 
data from the 1990 U.S. census, while this EIS used data from the WFRC 2030 
projections (WFRC 2003), which were based on the 2000 U.S. census. The use 
of the more recent demographic data increased the number of expected trips on 
the proposed Western Transportation Corridor network by an average of 35,000 
trips per day (WFRC 2003). Based on these findings, a freeway between State 
Route (SR) 201 and Interstate 80 (I-80) was considered as a potential alternative. 
In the Western Transportation Corridor Study, an arterial solution was considered 
adequate. 

7200 West Alignment. During the Western Transportation Corridor Study, an 
alignment was proposed along 7200 West in Salt Lake County but was rejected. 
The alignment would have affected property and sensitive facilities owned by the 
U.S. Navy and ATK Thiokol that were used for national defense and were 
operated under U.S. Navy regulations. 

However, during the EIS alternatives development process, ATK Thiokol staff 
stated that the sensitive facilities have been moved to other locations and the 
company no longer opposes further study of a 7200 West alignment. This change 
resulted in the development of a 7200 West alternative between I-80 and 4700 
South. 

5800 West/6400 West Corridor Alignment. The Western Transportation Corridor 
Study proposed a roadway alignment between 4700 South and 7000 South along 
5800 West. This alignment was revised during the alternatives development 
process by moving it about 1 mile west to 6400 West between 4700 South and 
7000 South. This revision was made to avoid a power plant and a public golf 
course (the golf course is a Section 4(f) property; see Chapter 28, Section 4(f) 
Evaluation). As with the 7200 West alignment, the revised alignment crosses 
ATK Thiokol property. 
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Utah County 

Revision of Arterials from North Valley Connectors Study. Since the North 
Valley Connectors Study was completed in 2002, the 2030 population and 
employment projections for the cities of Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs 
have increased markedly. The North Valley Connectors Study used data from the 
1990 U.S. census, which found the northern Utah County population to be 
177,250. However, the 2000 U.S. census data indicate that the population in 
northern Utah County has increased to 265,550, an increase of about 50%. 

Further evaluation of the North Valley Connectors Study revealed that the 
number of lanes projected in the arterial alternatives identified in the study would 
no longer accommodate the expected increase in traffic volumes. The 
geographical corridors identified in the study and preserved by Lehi City were 
still adequate, but the number of lanes proposed for the arterials needed to be 
increased. This change led to the development of the Utah County alternatives 
examined in detail in the Level 2 screening process (see Section 2.1.3.2, 
Alternatives Screening – Level 2). 

Extension of Freeway from Salt Lake County into Utah County. The North 
Valley Connectors Study did not address how a freeway extending from Salt 
Lake County would transition into Utah County. The regional travel demand 
model assumed that the freeway being planned in western Salt Lake County 
would end at the Utah County line. Neither the North Valley Connectors Study 
nor the Western Transportation Corridor Study discussed whether the proposed 
freeway in western Salt Lake County would connect to I-15 in Utah County. 
During the alternatives development process, several alternatives that addressed 
the need for transportation continuity between Salt Lake County and Utah 
County were considered. 

Preliminary Trail Alternatives 

A multi-use trail was included with all freeway alternatives to be consistent with 
the long-range transportation plans for Salt Lake and Utah Counties. A multi-use 
trail is consistent with the master plans of local jurisdictions in Salt Lake County, 
many of which showed a trail system along the Western Transportation Corridor. 
The multi-use trail would accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians. 
As part of the EIS process, a trail was also considered in Utah County. 
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2.1.2.2 Preliminary Alternatives Identified through Public and 
Agency Input 

An extensive outreach program was initiated to receive input from the public and 
resource agencies on potential issues and alternatives that should be considered 
during the EIS process. These groups played a major role in identifying the 
alternatives considered for the MVC project. Chapter 30, Public and Agency 
Consultation and Coordination, provides an overview of the MVC public and 
agency involvement program. 

The public and resource agencies had many opportunities to provide input during 
the MVC scoping process. The MVC EIS project team and Envision Utah jointly 
held a series of scoping meetings and public workshops. FHWA and FTA felt it 
would be beneficial to conduct the EIS scoping meetings as part of the Growth 
Choices process (see Section 2.1.2.3, Preliminary Alternative Identified from 
Development of the Growth Choices “Vision” Scenario) because the process 
framed the broad growth-related issues facing the region. About 300 people 
attended a total of six public scoping meetings. 

In addition to formal scoping meetings, more than 50 outreach meetings were 
held with representatives from resource agencies and the municipalities in the 
MVC study area. During scoping, outreach included minority and low-income 
(environmental justice) communities such as at the public meeting held at Centro 
de la Familia in Salt Lake City. A summary of the scoping process and comments 
received is provided in the Final MVC EIS Scoping Summary Report (UDOT 2003). 

As a result of the scoping process, about 275 people submitted more than 700 
individual comments. These comments were reviewed and combined into more 
than 300 suggested actions and/or alternatives to be considered in the Level 1 
screening process. The following suggested actions and alternatives are 
representative of the types of comments that were received: 

• Extend Bangerter Highway south and to the west of Utah Lake to Nephi. 

• Increase bus service in Utah County. 

• Extend a new freeway from Salt Lake County into Utah County. 

• Build light rail from Utah County to Salt Lake City. 

• Make Redwood Road into a freeway. 

• Make SR 111 into a freeway. 

• Add bicycle and pedestrian trails along the corridor. 

• Improve all arterials instead of building new freeways. 

• Build commuter rail with bus boulevards connected from Utah County to 
Salt Lake City. 
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2.1.2.3 Preliminary Alternative Identified from Development of the 
Growth Choices “Vision” Scenario 

During the scoping phase of the EIS process, UDOT requested that Envision 
Utah facilitate a process referred to as the Growth Choices Study to help the 
cities in the MVC study area more fully understand the relationship between 
land-use policy and transportation choices. The result of the process was the 
development of a “Vision” scenario which provides a framework for local 
decisions on growth and development. The Growth Choices process is described 
in more detail in Chapter 3, Growth Choices. 

Growth Choices Vision Scenario 

The Growth Choices Vision Scenario incorporated three main elements of local 
transportation planning: transit, land use, and roadways. Several different transit 
systems, accompanying land-use types, and roadways were considered, 
developed, tested, and analyzed as individual alternatives during this process. 
After comparing these alternatives, the Growth Choices stakeholders (mainly 
mayors, large land-holders, and several nongovernmental organizations) 
developed the Vision Scenario which included the following transit elements 
with supporting land-use changes as part of an overall transit alternative for the 
Mountain View Corridor: 

• A high-capacity transit line on 5600 West from 12600 South to I-80 in 
Salt Lake County 

• A bus rapid transit line on SR 73 in Utah County 

The changes in land use developed as part of the Vision Scenario to support 
transit included many of the same features used in compact developments, such as: 

• Larger town centers with employment centers 

• Village centers with mixed-use developments 

• Transit-oriented development and pedestrian-oriented development 
principles 

• Denser residential development near anticipated transit stations 

The Vision Scenario roadway component consisted of a freeway beginning in 
Utah County at about 2100 North (west of Redwood Road) and continuing north 
to the Salt Lake County line with a freeway connection to I-15 at Point of the 
Mountain. South of 2100 North in Utah County, the freeway transitioned to an 
arterial with three arterial connections to I-15. In Salt Lake County, the freeway 
continued north along approximately 4800 West, 6400 West, and 5800 West and 
ended at SR 201. 
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The Growth Choices process included an agreement in which the signatories 
agreed to “support the implementation of the Mountain View Vision to 
coordinate the activities, policies, and investments of state, regional, and local 
governments.” The signatories also agreed that “[the Vision] will provide a 
flexible and dynamic framework for local decisions on growth and development 
which in turn support improved mobility and the transportation preferences 
delineated in the ‘Vision Map’” (see Figure 2-2, Growth Choices “Vision” 
Scenario). 

As part of the EIS process, the transit networks developed during the Growth 
Choices process were optimized to provide better connectivity between some 
routes as well as to improve general service characteristics. This optimization 
was intended to complement the modified land-use plans developed as part of the 
Growth Choices process. 

Use of the Growth Choices Process in MVC Alternatives Development 

The land-use policies of local jurisdictions can affect the viability of transit. 
Envision Utah’s Growth Choices process encouraged the development of transit 
alternatives by incorporating the land-use and growth policies that would support 
transit use and that local jurisdictions were willing to pursue. During the 
alternatives development phase, the land-use and transit assumptions in the 
Growth Choices Vision Scenario were included as part of all the alternatives 
developed. These assumptions are presented in Table 2.1-3. 

Table 2.1-3. Regional Model Assumptions 

Roadway 
Alternatives 

Roadway Network Used 
from Other County 

Transit Network 
Background 

Demographic (Land 
Use) Background 

All Salt Lake County 
alternatives 

Southern Freeway with 
2100 North Alternative 

Growth Choices 
Vision Scenario 

Growth Choices 
Vision Scenario 

All Utah County 
alternatives 

5800 West Freeway 
Alternative 

Growth Choices 
Vision Scenario 

Growth Choices 
Vision Scenario 

As shown in Table 2.1-3, the Growth Choices transit network and land-use 
backgrounds became part of the regional model used to evaluate both the 
roadway alternatives and the transit alternatives studied in the EIS. 

▼▼  

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-9
 



CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES 

▲▲ 
 

2.1.2.4 Preliminary Transit Alternatives 

The following transit types were defined for this EIS: 

• Bus Rapid Transit. Bus rapid transit refers to a type of bus service that 
combines the advantages of rail transit with the flexibility of buses. Bus 
rapid transit can operate on dedicated transit lanes, high-occupancy 
vehicle lanes, expressways, or ordinary streets. A bus rapid transit 
system combines Intelligent Transportation Systems technology, signal 
priority for transit, rapid and convenient fare collection, and integration 
with land-use policies to substantially upgrade bus system performance. 

• Light-Rail Transit. Light-rail transit is an urban rail transit system that 
typically uses a dedicated transit corridor with electrically powered rail 
cars that run as a single unit or grouped in trains. If light-rail transit runs 
on city streets using a dedicated transit corridor, pedestrians can easily 
access light-rail transit stations, and vehicles can easily cross the tracks at 
intersections. 

• Streetcar. A streetcar is a rail car that runs on tracks on city streets and 
is operated as a single unit or grouped in short trains. Streetcars are 
powered electrically from an overhead electric line by a trolley or 
pantograph. A streetcar is designed to fit the scale and traffic patterns of 
the neighborhoods through which it travels and generally operates at 
lower speeds than light-rail transit due to frequent stops. 

The type and location of most transit alternatives, especially high-capacity transit 
alternatives such as bus rapid transit and rail (light rail or streetcar), depend on 
the land-use policies of local jurisdictions. The large capital investment needed to 
construct and operate a high-capacity transit system can be justified only if there 
are enough residences and/or jobs close to the transit system. In other words, a 
high-capacity transit system requires dense concentrations of residences and/or 
jobs. 

Envision Utah’s Growth Choices process encouraged the development of transit 
alternatives by incorporating the land-use and growth policies that would support 
transit use and that local jurisdictions were willing to pursue. Based on these 
land-use determinations, the transit alternatives developed during the Growth 
Choices process (a transitway on 5600 West in Salt Lake County and bus rapid 
transit on SR 73 in Utah County) were further refined to include the potential 
locations and modes of transit that could reasonably be built. 

Preliminary 2030 ridership numbers for the transit alternatives were determined 
by using the regional travel demand model (Version 3.2). These numbers were 
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based on daily boarding projections at conceptual (proposed) station locations. 
The numbers were later used to narrow the number of transit alternatives. In 
addition, the preliminary transit ridership numbers were used to conceptually 
determine the beginning and ending points (termini) for the transit improvements 
included in the Vision Scenario. 

During this step in the alternatives identification process, the type of transit on 
5600 West in Salt Lake County was not determined. The 5600 West transitway 
was identified only as a “high-capacity” transit line, or one that could handle 
large numbers of passengers more efficiently than bus service. For the purpose of 
obtaining quantifiable ridership data, the transitway was modeled as a streetcar 
system. 

2.1.3 Screening of Alternatives 

The alternatives identified during the process described in Section 2.1.2, 
Identification of Preliminary Alternatives, were evaluated using a two-step 
screening process that narrowed the many possible alternatives into the 
alternatives that were studied in detail in this EIS. Level 1 screening examined 
highway, transit, land use, and geographic alternatives that focused on potential 
locations within and outside the study area (see Figure 1-1, Mountain View 
Corridor Study Area Map). Level 1 screening was primarily qualitative. 
Alternatives that passed Level 1 screening were then evaluated using the Level 2 
screening process. Level 2 screening involved an in-depth analysis that was 
primarily quantitative to identify a range of alternatives to be studied in more 
detail in the EIS. 

Public and Agency Input into the Results of Level 1 and Level 2 Screening. 
In July and August 2004, the results of Level 1 and Level 2 screening were 
provided to the public, local officials, and resource agencies. The purpose of 
informing these groups about the alternatives was to seek input on the 
alternatives so that they could be refined further. This process included holding 
nine meetings throughout the study area at which the public could obtain 
additional information, ask questions, and provide further input into the 
alternatives development process. In addition, meetings with community 
councils, local officials, and resource agencies were held to further publicize the 
screening results and seek input. Information on the screening process and 
alternatives considered was also made available on the MVC Web site 
(www.udot.utah.gov/mountainview). 

Travel Demand Model Used for the Screening Process. During the alternatives 
screening process, Version 3.2 of the regional travel demand model was used to 
evaluate the alternatives. The model was modified to include the transit network 
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and the land-use, population, and employment forecasts from the Growth 
Choices Vision Scenario. The countywide population and employment control 
totals were kept constant, while data for individual traffic analysis zones were 
shifted to different locations within the study area to support the Growth Choices 
land use. 

2.1.3.1 Alternatives Screening – Level 1 

Level 1 Screening Goals 

The goal of Level 1 screening was to consistently review the transportation 
solutions and alternatives from the preliminary identification process and 
qualitatively assess whether an alternative or portions of an alternative should be 
eliminated or carried forward to Level 2 screening for further analysis. 

Level 1 Screening Process 

The transportation solutions and alternatives identified were organized and 
screened against a broad range of criteria to determine whether each alternative 
or suggested action should be eliminated. Table 2.1-4 provides the criteria 
against which solutions and alternatives were screened during Level 1. 

Table 2.1-4. Level 1 Screening Criteria 

Level 1 Screening 
Criterion Description 

Demand not warranted 
(DNW) 

The alternative or suggested action does not meet the 
project’s purpose because it is too far from population 
and employment centers to either meet or support the 
projected traffic in the study area.  

Does not provide sufficient 
capacity (NSC) 

The alternative or suggested action does not provide 
enough capacity to meet the requirements of the 
project’s purpose.  

Separate project in long-
range transportation plan 
(LRTP) 

The alternative or suggested action is already a distinct 
action that is part of a different project listed on either 
WFRC’s or MAG’s long-range plan and thus is part of the 
No-Action Alternative.  

Technically or impact 
prohibitive (TIP) 

The alternative or suggested action requires using 
technology that is not feasible or practical, or the 
suggestion would clearly cause too many impacts to the 
natural or built environments. 

Does not support local 
planning policies (NSP)a 

The alternative or suggested action does not meet the 
project’s purpose because it does not support local 
economic development and growth objectives as 
expressed through locally adopted land-use plans, 
transportation plans, and policies, including the principles 
reflected in the Growth Choices Vision Scenario.  

a This criterion was considered in the screening process prior to revising the project’s purpose. 
See Section 2.1.6, Reconsideration of the Utah County Alternatives.  
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If an alternative or suggested action was not eliminated in Level 1 screening, it 
was advanced into the Level 2 screening process as a major component of a 
potential alternative (such as a roadway) or as a secondary detail of a potential 
alternative (such as transportation demand management strategies). 

Level 1 Screening Results 

Alternatives or Actions Eliminated. Each suggested action or alternative was 
assessed during the Level 1 screening process to determine if it (1) was a 
reasonable alternative, (2) was part of a reasonable alternative, or (3) should be 
eliminated. Most of the eliminated alternatives were modal concepts, roadway 
concepts, and transit and technology concepts. Table 2.1-5 summarizes the 
alternatives or actions that were eliminated. 

Table 2.1-5. Level 1 Screening – Alternatives or Actions Eliminated 

Modal Concepts Eliminated 
Roadway Locations 
Eliminated 

Transit Location and Technology 
Concepts Eliminated 

Land-Use Changes Only – 
NSC, NSP 

Original Western Transportation 
Corridor (5800 West from 7800 
South to 4800 South) – TIP 

Bus rapid transit on freeway 
corridor – NSP 

Transit Only – NSC, NSP North-south freeway along 
SR 111 – DNW, TIP, NSP 

Transitway on 7200 West – NSPb 

Highway Only – NSPa North-south freeway along 
Bangerter Highway – DNW, TIP, 
LRTP, NSP 

Transitway on 6400 West – NSPb 

Transit and Land-Use Changes 
Only – NSC, NSP 

New highway west of Camp 
Williams to Eagle Mountain – 
TIP, DNW, NSP 

Transitway along SR 111 – NSPb 

Widen Existing Arterials (No 
Freeway) – NSC, NSP 

New highway west of Utah Lake 
– DNW 

Transitway along Bangerter 
Highway – NSP, LRTP 

Build causeway/bridge across 
Utah Lake – DNW, TIP, NSP 

Transitway to Magna – LRTP Transportation System 
Management (TSM) and/or 
Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) – NSC, 
LRTP, NSP 

Convert Redwood Road to 
freeway – TIP, NSP 

Rail service along I-15 – LRTP 

TSM/TDM +Transit + Widen 
Arterials – NSC, LRTP, NSP 

Improve or widen SR 73 – TIP, 
NSP 

Transit service using existing 
Welby Line from West Jordan to 
Magna – NSPb 

East-west light rail in Utah County 
along SR 73 – DNW, NSP 

TSM/TDM +Transit + Widen 
Arterials + Land-Use Changes 
– NSC, LRTP, NSP 

 

Commuter rail – DNW, NSP, LRTP 

  Monorail – TIP 
DNW = Demand not warranted; NSC = Does not provide sufficient capacity; LRTP = Separate project in long-range 
transportation plan; TIP = Technically or impact prohibitive; NSP = Does not support local planning policies 
a Does not support the project purpose of providing a multi-modal solution that includes transit. 
b The Growth Choices process showed that the optimum location for a transit solution was on 5600 West.  
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Alternatives or Actions Advanced to Level 2 Screening. As a result of Level 1 
screening, 10 roadway alternatives for Utah County and five roadway 
alternatives for Salt Lake County were advanced to Level 2 screening (see Figure 
2-3.1 through Figure 2-3.7, Level 2 Screening Alternatives Considered). In 
addition, two transit alternatives were carried forward: a bus rapid transit 
alternative along SR 73 in Utah County and a high-capacity transit system 
alternative along 5600 West from 12600 South to the Salt Lake City International 
Airport in Salt Lake County. 

2.1.3.2 Alternatives Screening – Level 2 

Level 2 Screening Goals 

The goal of Level 2 screening was to select a range of alternatives to be studied 
in detail in the EIS. During Level 2 screening, the alternatives carried forward 
from Level 1 were analyzed for two purposes: (1) to eliminate alternatives that 
were unreasonable based on their inability to meet the project’s purpose, 
excessive cost or environmental impacts, or lack of technical feasibility; and (2) 
to determine whether the large number of potential alternatives could be reduced 
to a number that would represent the reasonable range of alternatives to be 
studied in detail. 

Level 2 Screening Process 

Transit Alternatives. Two transit alternatives from Level 1 screening—the Utah 
County bus rapid transit alternative on SR 73 and the Salt Lake County transit 
system along 5600 West—were evaluated in the Level 2 screening process. 
During Level 2 screening, the 5600 West transit system was further refined 
through coordination with UTA and FTA. Based on this coordination, two types 
of transit service are being considered in this EIS for the 5600 West transit 
system: 

• Dedicated right-of-way (transit lane separate from other traffic) 
• Mixed traffic (transit lane shared with other traffic) 

The 5600 West Transit Alternative is further described in Section 2.1.5.1, Transit 
Considerations. 

The Utah County bus rapid transit alternative on SR 73 was also analyzed in 
greater detail to evaluate ridership. A demand analysis showed that the ridership 
numbers for bus rapid transit on SR 73 would be less than 2,000 daily riders in 
2030. This analysis included potential ridership from areas west of Lehi 
including Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain. The daily ridership numbers 
would not support a major transit investment even with the implementation of the 
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land uses assumed by the Growth Choices Vision Scenario, and therefore the bus 
rapid transit alternative on SR 73 was eliminated. As a comparison, the threshold 
for adding a local bus route would be around 1,800 riders per day. In order to 
support a large capital investment such as bus rapid transit, ridership on a given 
route needs to be between 5,000 and 6,000 daily riders. 

Roadway Alternatives. Ten roadway alternatives from Utah County and five 
roadway alternatives from Salt Lake County were advanced from Level 1 
screening to Level 2 screening. The following analysis and refinements for the 
roadway alternatives in Level 2 screening were used: 

• Apply the appropriate background assumptions to all roadway 
alternatives for the purposes of preliminary traffic modeling and impact 
assessment (assumptions such as the land-use types in the Growth 
Choices Vision Scenario and right-of-way dimensions). 

• Review additional input from relevant federal, state, and local 
government agencies, the public, and nongovernmental organizations. 

• Compare the alternatives through a quantitative scoring and weighting 
process, which provides a tool for comparing the alternatives’ strengths 
and weaknesses. 

• Conduct modeling to analyze traffic capacity issues on specific segments 
of some of the roadway alternatives. 

To compare the alternatives, a tool called weighting and scoring was used. This 
tool enabled the identification of the following four key screening criteria that 
were then used to evaluate each alternative: 

• Transportation Performance – minimize miles of congestion and hours 
of delay, improve safety and regional freight mobility, and improve level 
of congestion on other major facilities such as I-15 

• Environmental Impacts – minimize impacts to the natural environment 
(wetlands, Agriculture Protection Areas, threatened and endangered 
species habitat, bald eagle roosts) and the built environment (number of 
relocations) 

• Compatibility with Local and Regional Plans – compatibility with 
existing regional and local land-use plans and transportation plans 

• Cost – total construction cost based on preliminary estimates 

▼▼  
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These four key screening criteria were “weighted” so that each criterion’s score 
counted toward a certain percentage of the total score. (For example, the 
Transportation Performance criterion counted toward 40% of the total score, 
while the Cost criterion counted toward 10% of the total score.) Similarly, three 
of the four key criteria were divided into subcriteria, and each subcriterion was 
weighted so that the subcriterion’s score counted toward a certain percentage of 
the key criterion’s score. Table 2.1-6 below shows the relationship between the 
four key screening criteria and the different subcriteria using the Salt Lake 
County alternatives as an example. During the weighting and scoring process, the 
MVC EIS Team was able to answer a number of “what if” questions by adjusting 
the weighting and scoring numbers. This enabled the MVC EIS Team to 
determine the most desirable or undesirable aspect of each alternative. 
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Table 2.1-6. Level 2 Roadway Screening Criteria and Subcriteria Weighting 

Key Criteria / Subcriteria 

Percent 
Weighting 

for 
Subcriteria 

Percent 
Weighting 

for Key 
Criteria 

Transportation Performance  40% 

Minimizes miles of north-south traffic congestion in study area (V/C>1)a 30%  
Minimizes miles of east-west traffic congestion in study area (V/C>1) 15%  
Minimizes delay in study area (hours) 15%  
Safety (potential for reducing traffic accidents) 5%  
Regional freight mobility 5%  
Level of congestion on other facilities 30%  

I-15 5%   
Bangerter Highway 5%   
SR 201 25%   
I-215 10%   
SR 111 10%   
5600 West 35%   
4800 West 10%   

Subtotal for level of 
congestion on other 
facilities 

100%   

Subtotal of Transportation Performance subcriteria 100%  

Environmental Impacts  30% 

Minimizes wetlands affected (acres) 50%  
Minimizes Agriculture Protection Areas affected (acres) 5%  
Minimizes impact to habitat acres for Ute ladies’-tresses and bald eagle 
roosting sites  

10%  

Minimizes relocations 35%  

Subtotal of Environmental Impacts subcriteria 100%  

Compatibility with Local and Regional Plans  20% 

Compatible with adopted existing local land-use and transportation plans 25%  
Compatible with (assessed) “vision” of land-use and transportation plans 50%  
Compatible with existing regional (metropolitan planning organization) plans 25%  

Subtotal of Compatibility with Local and Regional Plans subcriteria 100%  

Cost   10% 

Minimizes total aggregated cost of construction, right-of-way, engineering, 
and mitigation 

100%  

Total weighting for the four key criteria 100% 
a V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio, which is a measurement of traffic congestion levels. A V/C ratio greater than 1 indicates 

severe congestion. For more information, see Section 8.3.2.1, Roadway Systems. 
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Level 2 Screening Results 

Salt Lake County Level 2 Results. Based on the Level 2 analyses, four Salt Lake 
County alternatives were carried forward for further refinement. The reasons for 
selecting these alternatives are explained below in Table 2.1-7 and shown in 
Figure 2-3.8, Level 2 Screening Results – Salt Lake County. 

Utah County Level 2 Results. Utah County travel demand modeling indicates 
that a north-south freeway combined with one or more east-west freeways and/or 
arterials would satisfy the projected demand in this part of the MVC study area. 
Accordingly, the Utah County alternatives all consist of a freeway that extends 
south from Salt Lake County with one or more east-west freeways or arterials. 

The alternatives advanced from Level 1 screening represent 10 potential 
combinations of different freeway alignments and associated east-west freeway 
and arterial connections and improvements. Based on the Level 2 analyses, four 
Utah County alternatives were carried forward for further refinement. The 
reasons for selecting these alternatives are explained below in Table 2.1-8 and 
shown in Figure 2-3.9, Level 2 Screening Results – Utah County. 
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2.1.3.3 Conclusion of Screening 

Based on the Level 1 and Level 2 screening analyses, four alternatives in Salt 
Lake County and four alternatives in Utah County were carried forward for 
further refinement as summarized in Table 2.1-9 below. All of the Salt Lake 
County alternatives include a transitway on 5600 West with either a dedicated 
right-of-way (transit lane separate from other traffic) or a mixed-traffic right-of-
way (transit lane shared with other traffic). 
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Table 2.1-9. Results of Screening 

Description of Alternative 
Alternative  Transit Component Roadway Component 

Salt Lake County Alternatives 

7200 West Arterial/Freeway with 
5600 West Transit Alternative  

5600 West transitway with 
dedicated right-of-way or 
mixed-use right-of-way  

6-lane arterial from I-80 to SR 201; freeway on 7200 
West between SR 201 and 5400 South; freeway on 
4800/6400 West from 5400 South to Utah County line.  

7200 West Freeway with 5600 
West Transit Alternative 

Same as above Freeway on 7200 West from I-80 to SR 201; freeway on 
7200 West between SR 201 and 5400 South; freeway on 
4800/6400 West from 5400 South to Utah County line.  

5800 West Freeway with 5600 
West Transit Alternative 

Same as above Freeway on 5800 West from I-80 to SR 201; freeway on 
5800 West between SR 201 and 5400 South; freeway on 
4800/6400 West from 5400 South to Utah County line.  

5600 West Freeway with 5600 
West Transit Alternative  

Same as above Freeway on 5600 West from I-80 to SR 201; freeway on 
5800 West between SR 201 and 5400 South; freeway on 
4800/6400 West from 5400 South to Utah County line.  

Utah County Alternatives 

Southern Freeway with 2100 
North Arterial Alternative Park-and-pool lotsa Freeway from Salt Lake County continues west of 

Redwood Road and connects to I-15 at Pleasant Grove; 
follows 1500 South and power corridor alignments. East-
west arterials: 

• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 

Southern Freeway with Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard Arterial 
Alternative 

Park-and-pool lotsa Freeway from Salt Lake County continues west of 
Redwood Road and connects to I-15 at Pleasant Grove; 
follows 1500 South and power corridor alignments. East-
west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell Boulevard – 7-lane arterial 

Arterials Alternative Park-and-pool lotsa Freeway from Salt Lake County west of Redwood Road 
transitions to expressway between 2100 North and 
SR 73; no freeway connection provided to I-15. East-
west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell – 7-lane arterial 

• 2100 North – 6-lane arterial 

• SR 73 (1000 South) – 7-lane arterial from I-15 to 
10400 West, then 7 lanes to MVC 

• 1900 South – 7-lane arterial 

Northern Freeway Alternative Park-and-pool lotsa Freeway from Salt Lake County west of Redwood Road 
transitions to expressway between 2100 North and 
SR 73; freeway connection to I-15 provided by Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard (6 lanes). East-west arterials: 

• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 

• SR 73 (1000 South) – 7-lane arterial from I-15 to 
10400 West, then 7 lanes to MVC 

• 1900 South – 7-lane arterial 

a Although no transit service is planned as part of the MVC project for the Utah County alternatives other than park-and-
pool lots, UTA and local municipalities would continue to implement transit service as defined in the MAG long-range 
transportation plan (MAG 2003, 2005). Park-and-pool lots are typically smaller than park-and-ride lots and are intended 
exclusively for motorists to form carpools and vanpools.  
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2.1.4 Alternatives Screening Report 

Following the conclusion of the MVC Level 1 and Level 2 screening processes, 
the MVC Alternatives Screening Report was released to the public and agencies. 
The report was released in order to receive early input on the eight alternatives 
being considered for detailed study. The report provided a summary of the 
process that was used to identify a comprehensive list of preliminary alternatives, 
the Level 1 and Level 2 screening processes, the eight alternatives that advanced 
through the screening process to be considered in more detail, and the No-Action 
Alternative (see Section 2.2.1, No-Action Alternative). 

An overview of the MVC screening process was provided to the resource 
agencies on April 13, 2004, and the results of screening were reviewed during a 
meeting on May 6, 2004. The Alternatives Screening Report was provided to key 
agencies on July 9, 2004, before its release to the public. The general public 
received this information during the alternatives “roll-out” which began on July 
12, 2004. The comment period for the Alternatives Screening Report ended 
August 31, 2004. 

2.1.4.1 Public Involvement Activities 

The following strategies were developed to receive input on the Alternatives 
Screening Report: 

• Notify stakeholder groups and the general public of selected conceptual 
alternatives. 

• Give access to information about the development of alternatives. 

• Provide feedback opportunities. 

• Increase the general public’s awareness of the project. 

The main method for informing the public about the Level 2 alternatives was a 
series of meetings held in the neighborhoods that would be most affected by the 
project. Before each meeting, flyers were hand-delivered in each neighborhood to 
notify the public of the upcoming meeting. In addition, newspaper stories 
appeared in regional and local newspapers. The meetings were held in convenient 
locations, typically supermarket and school parking lots. At the meetings, an 
overview of the screening process was provided and questions were answered. 
The public was invited to leave comments in writing, mail them in, or submit 
them through the MVC Web site. Copies of the Alternatives Screening Report 
were also made available on the Internet and in local libraries. See Chapter 30, 
Public and Agency Consultation and Coordination, for a complete description of 

▼▼  

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-25
 



CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES 

▲▲ 
 

the activities and tools used to support the four public involvement strategies 
listed above. 

2.1.4.2 Summary of Public Comments 

Public input increased when the final eight Level 2 alternatives were presented in 
July 2004. Nearly 1,000 comments were received during the public comment 
period. In Salt Lake County, more than one-third of the commenters were 
concerned about right-of-way issues including property acquisition, 
neighborhood disruption, and potential relocations. Although an alignment on 
SR 111 had been eliminated during the MVC screening process, many comments 
were received that supported building the freeway on this existing state route. 
The public felt that such an alignment would have less impact on existing 
communities and would also serve regional travel demand as well as the 7200 
West alternatives. 

In Utah County, residents were primarily concerned about the amount of time 
before they would experience relief from traffic congestion. A high percentage 
indicated support for the Southern Freeway Alternative and did not support the 
Arterials Alternative. 

2.1.4.3 Summary of Agency Comments 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provided comments on the 
Alternatives Screening Report in an e-mail in June 2006. The comments asked 
the MVC EIS Team to clarify which environmental resources were considered in 
the Growth Choices process (see Chapter 3, Growth Choices), how the screening 
criteria were used to eliminate alternatives or carry them forward for detailed 
study, and how consideration for identifying the “Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative” with regard to wetlands factored into the 
screening process. EPA also suggested that supporting local growth objectives 
should not be used as a criterion for screening alternatives. No other agency 
comments were received. 

2.1.4.4 Comment Consideration 

Comments received from resource agencies, city staff members, and the general 
public after Level 2 screening contributed to the further refinement of the eight 
Level 2 alternatives. Agencies helped identify wetlands that should be avoided as 
well as other natural resources and historic structures. Alternative alignments 
were adjusted to minimize impacts to resources identified by the resource 
agencies. 
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City staff members participated in a series of workshops to identify interchange 
locations, park-and-ride lot locations, and other design elements for use in the 
conceptual design. Individual meetings with city staff were held as needed to 
resolve interchange functionality, prioritization of historic structures and public 
spaces (Section 4(f) properties), and treatment of cross streets. The design team 
addressed local plans and desires in the conceptual design where possible. 

Public comments also played a role in the development and refinement of 
alternative concepts. A number of comments suggested that the team take another 
look at SR 111 as an alternative alignment. With an updated model and revised 
population and employment data from the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budget, an alignment on SR 111 was reconsidered. 

2.1.4.5 Re-evaluation of the SR 111 Freeway Alternative 

Because a high number of public comments recommended that the SR 111 
Freeway Alternative (which was eliminated during Level 1 screening) should be 
re-evaluated, an additional analysis of this alternative was performed. 

Travel Demand 

To further evaluate the SR 111 Freeway Alternative, a revised travel demand 
model run (Version 4.2) was conducted to verify the initial analysis conducted 
under Level 1 screening. The revised travel demand modeling found that the 
SR 111 Freeway Alternative would attract 18% fewer trips than the 7200 West 
Freeway Alternative and 25% fewer trips than the 5800 West Freeway 
Alternative because the SR 111 Freeway Alternative is farther west in the study 
area and thus out of direction for motorists traveling from the study area 
northeast toward Salt Lake City. One of the main needs of the MVC project is to 
reduce congestion on north-south surface streets in the study area. The SR 111 
Freeway Alternative would result in 7% more daily traffic on north-south surface 
streets compared to the 7200 West Freeway Alternative and 12% more than the 
5800 West Freeway Alternative. 

Relocations, Historic Buildings, and Wetlands 

Table 2.1-10 below provides an overview of the impacts from the SR 111 
Freeway Alternative compared to other Level 2 alternatives in Salt Lake County. 

The SR 111 Freeway Alternative would have the highest number of relocations—
25 more than the 7200 West alternatives. An alignment east or west of SR 111 
would also go through residential areas and would require about the same number 
of relocations that would be required for an alignment on existing SR 111 
because of the frontage road that would be required to provide local access. 
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Table 2.1-10. Comparison of Impacts from the SR 111 Alternatives 
and Other Alternatives 

Resource 
SR 111 

Freeway 
SR 111 
Arteriala 

7200 W. 
Freeway 

7200 W. 
Arterial 

5800 W. 
Freeway 

5600 W. 
Freeway 

Relocationsb 325 323 300 300 227 229 
Historic buildingsc 170 170 15 15 20 20 
Wetlands 45 24 44 20 34 35 
a SR 111 arterial north of SR 201. Right-of-way width of 150 feet. 
b Includes both residential and business relocations. 
c Impacts to historic buildings were based on the SR 111 Cultural Resource Reconnaissance 

Technical Memorandum (SWCA 2005). 

An alternative on SR 111 would have substantially higher impacts to historic 
buildings (between 150 and 155 more) compared to the other alternatives. The 
historic buildings would also be considered Section 4(f) properties under FHWA 
regulations (see Chapter 28, Section 4(f) Evaluation). Under FHWA’s Section 
4(f) regulations, FHWA cannot approve the use of any significant historic site 
unless a determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
the use of land from the property, and the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. In the case of 
the MVC alternatives, the 5800 West Freeway Alternative provides a feasible 
and prudent alternative to SR 111 with substantially fewer Section 4(f) issues. 

In addition to an alignment on SR 111, alignments farther west and east of 
SR 111 were also investigated. West of SR 111, the town of Magna contains 845 
historic buildings and a community park that is a documented historic site. 
Therefore, an alignment west of SR 111 in Magna would likely result in greater 
impacts to historic structures. East of SR 111, there is a large number of 
potentially historic residences (built before 1963) along the east-west corridors of 
2700 South, 2820 South, 3100 South, and 3500 South and also along the north-
south corridor of 8000 West north of 3500 South. A review of these corridors 
using maps and aerial photographs indicated that about 140 potential historic 
properties are present in these areas. Additionally, the review indicated that more 
historic agricultural properties are intact in the area between 7200 West and 8000 
West than are intact either east of 7200 West or west of SR 111. For the above 
analysis, 1963 was used as the year for defining historic architectural properties 
because the buildings would likely be about 50 years old at the time the MVC is 
constructed. Fifty years is the age at which architectural properties are initially 
considered historic. 

The wetland impacts from the SR 111 Freeway Alternative would be similar to 
the impacts from the other alternatives evaluated. 
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Planning Considerations 

A freeway on SR 111 has been considered in various planning documents since 
1997. In the 5600 West/Jordan Narrows Area Transportation Corridor Major 
Investment Study (WFRC 1997), a freeway on SR 111 was considered but 
eliminated because it was determined to be too far west to serve north-south 
demand and would generate too much out-of-direction travel. 

The Western Transportation Corridor Study also considered SR 111 as a 
potential option for addressing north-south travel demand (WFRC 2001). The 
analysis determined that a freeway on SR 111 would have the least amount of 
reduction in future traffic on the local network compared to alternatives on 5600 
West and 7200 West. 

As part of the Western Transportation Corridor study, a freeway spacing analysis 
was also conducted. The purpose of the analysis was to determine the best 
location for a freeway west of I-215. The analysis concluded that a new highway 
should optimally be placed between 5700 West and 6000 West, although a 
highway within 0.5 mile of this location could also be justified. SR 111 is about 
5 miles west of this corridor. 

During the Growth Choices process, the local communities did not support a 
freeway on SR 111 because it did not provide enough reduction in future traffic 
in the study area compared to the 5800 West Freeway Alternative. However, the 
local communities did support widening SR 111 from two to four lanes. This 
potential widening of SR 111 was provided to WFRC to consider in the long-
range transportation plan. The WFRC 2030 long-range transportation plan, which 
was prepared prior to the Growth Choices process, shows SR 111 being widened 
to between four and six lanes between SR 201 and 11800 South in the period 
between 2023 and 2030 (WFRC 2003). 

Conclusion 

After a review of additional data for the SR 111 Freeway Alternative, it was 
decided to eliminate the alternative from further study. The decision was based 
on the fact that the alternative would provide the least reduction in north-south 
traffic in the study area, would require more relocations, and would affect 
substantially more historic homes (Section 4(f) properties) than the other 
alternatives evaluated in Table 2.1-10 above, Comparison of Impacts from the 
SR 111 Alternatives and Other Alternatives. In addition, as a result of the high 
number of impacts to historic buildings, the alternative is not likely to be 
approved under Section 4(f) regulations. 
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Alignments west and east of SR 111 were also reviewed but were eliminated 
from consideration because of the high number of historic sites in the Magna area 
and between SR 111 and 7200 West. The evaluation also considered planning 
studies conducted apart from the MVC EIS process which concluded that SR 111 
was too far west to serve the majority of north-south travel demand in western 
Salt Lake County. 

2.1.5 Refinement of Alternatives 

This section provides an overview of how the alternatives from the screening 
process were further refined. The refinement process consisted of performing a 
more detailed evaluation of each alternative by conducting preliminary 
engineering. As part of the preliminary engineering process, additional travel 
demand modeling was conducted, preliminary cost estimates were developed, 
and environmental resources were considered. The refinement process was 
completed after screening to ensure that the alternatives that made it through the 
screening process should be carried forward for detailed study based on cost, 
design, impacts to the natural and human environments, and travel demand. 

During the alternatives refinement process, Version 4.2 of the regional travel 
demand model was used to further evaluate the alternatives (Version 3.2 had 
been used during the screening process). The primary difference between 
Version 3.2 and Version 4.2 is in how the model assigns trips longer than 
10 miles to the roadway network. Version 3.2 assigned these long trips based on 
distance, while Version 4.2 uses both travel time and distance to assign these 
trips. 

Several months after Version 4.2 was released, the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Budget released a new 2030 population and employment forecast 
for the state. These new values were divided among the traffic analysis zones, 
adjusted to reflect the population and employment distribution in the Growth 
Choices scenario while maintaining the same overall forecast totals, and 
incorporated into Version 4.2. As with Version 3.2, the model included the transit 
network that was part of the Growth Choices Vision Scenario. Table 2.1-11 
below shows the model versions and the population and employment forecasts 
that were used during the alternatives development process. 
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Table 2.1-11. Model Versions and Projections Used 
for Alternatives Development 

Parameter 
Screening 
Process 

SR 111 Freeway 
Alternative 
Analysis 

Alternatives 
Refinement 
Process 

Model version 3.2 4.2 4.2 

Population and 
employment 
forecasts 

Original Growth 
Choices 
forecasts 

Original Growth 
Choices forecasts 

February 2005 
Growth Choices 
forecasts 

As a result of changes to the model between Version 3.2 and Version 4.2, an 
additional evaluation (sensitivity testing) was conducted to determine whether 
the alternatives eliminated during the screening process using model Version 3.2 
should be carried forward into the refinement process as a result of the new 
population numbers in model Version 4.2 (MVC Management Team 2007b). For 
example, an analysis of bus rapid transit on SR 73 was conducted using the 
higher population numbers from Version 4.2. The analysis found that the 
expected number of daily riders in 2030 evaluated during the screening process 
(less than 2,000 daily riders) would not increase enough to support a typical bus 
rapid transit route of 5,000 to 6,000 daily riders; therefore, the alternative was 
(again) not carried forward for detailed study. 

The only alternative that warranted further study based on model changes from 
Version 3.2 to Version 4.2 was the SR 111 Freeway Alternative. This alternative 
was evaluated in more detail during the refinement process but was (again) 
eliminated from detailed study (see the section titled Re-evaluation of the SR 111 
Freeway Alternative on page 2-27). 

2.1.5.1 Transit Considerations 

Two transit options for 5600 West in Salt Lake County were carried forward for 
detailed study: a dedicated right-of-way option and a mixed-traffic option. The 
following sections summarize the considerations used to refine the transit 
options. 

Type of Transit 

Various transit types could be appropriate for use on the 5600 West transit line, 
including bus rapid transit, light-rail transit, and streetcar (see Section 2.1.2.4, 
Preliminary Transit Alternatives, for definitions of these transit types). Future 
technological advances in transit could also be considered. However, for this EIS, 
no specific transit type was selected because future transit technologies might be 
more suitable than existing technologies. For analysis purposes, a right-of-way 

▼▼  

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-31
 



CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES 

▲▲ 
 

that could accommodate a range of transit technologies was used to develop the 
design. Light-rail transit was assumed for the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit 
Alternative, and a streetcar system was assumed for the Mixed-Traffic Transit 
Alternative. 

Transit Alignment 

The transit alignment was developed as part of Envision Utah’s Growth Choices 
process. The alignment was further refined to best accommodate the desire of 
each municipality to incorporate transit into local planning. Through a series of 
workshops and meetings, the following revisions were made to the transit 
alignment developed as part of the Growth Choices Vision Scenario: 

• The alignment was moved west to connect with a future planned town 
center in Herriman. 

• The alignment was moved into the Kennecott Daybreak development. 

The approximately 24-mile alignment would operate from Herriman to the Salt 
Lake City International Airport. Section 2.2.2.1, 5600 West Transit Alternative, 
provides the details of the alignment. 

For the portion of the transit system that would operate within the 5600 West 
roadway, the future roadway plan identified in the WFRC long-range plan (2030) 
was assumed as the proposed alignment (WFRC 2003). The future 5600 West 
roadway in 2030 would be three lanes from Old Bingham Highway to 9000 
South, five lanes from 9000 South to SR 201, and seven lanes from SR 201 to 
I-80. This future 5600 West roadway was used so that future right-of-way for 
both transit and the roadway could be acquired at the same time. Because the 
future widening and new alignment of 5600 West are not part of the MVC 
project, only the cost of the right-of-way and construction required for transit was 
included in the MVC project cost. 

The posted speed along 5600 West would be reduced from 45 mph (miles per 
hour) to 35 mph for vehicles. This change would improve pedestrian safety for 
accessing transit and would accommodate more walkable, transit-oriented 
developments along 5600 West. 

Transit Service Characteristics 

As part of the workshops and meetings, the municipalities refined the station 
locations that were identified during the Growth Choices process. The 
refinements were made to best meet the needs of the cities regarding future 
growth and development patterns, provide connectivity with other current and 
planned bus and light-rail transit routes, minimize environmental impacts to 
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sensitive resources such as wetlands, and provide distinctions in service 
characteristics between the two transit options discussed below. 

Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option. The Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit 
Option that was evaluated would be separated from traffic by a curb. It would 
provide faster service than the Mixed-Traffic Transit Option and would have 
fewer transit stations (16 compared to 25). This type of transit system operates at 
an average speed of about 30 mph (taking into account stops at transit stations 
and traffic signals). A plan view and typical section are shown in Figure 2-6.2, 
Transit Typical Sections – Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option. The station 
spacing for this option was evaluated as that typical of light-rail transit with 
stations about every 1 mile to 1.5 miles. 

The Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option was refined using a 16.8-foot-wide 
station platform in the center of the roadway with a 355-foot-long station to 
accommodate a three-car light-rail train. The stations were placed on the north 
side of the intersection with roadway widening required on the south side to 
provide right-turn and left-turn lanes for vehicles. The stations were placed at 
major intersections to allow pedestrians to cross at traffic signals and to provide 
easy transfers to existing and planned east-west bus and light-rail transit routes. 
The estimated daily transit boardings for this alternative in 2030 would be about 
6,800. 

Mixed-Traffic Transit Option. The Mixed-Traffic Transit Option was evaluated 
with 25 stations to provide more local accessibility and connecting service than 
the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option. A plan view and typical section are 
shown in Figure 2-7.2, Transit Typical Sections – Mixed-Traffic Transit Option. 
The station spacing for this option was evaluated at every 0.5 mile to 1.0 mile. 
Taking into account the number of stations, this type of transit operates at an 
average speed of about 15 mph. Mixed-traffic transit has greater local access 
because it has more stations. The estimated daily transit boardings for this option 
in 2030 would be about 3,700. 

Mixed-traffic transit operates in the outside travel lane of the roadway. The 
stations are located at the far side of the intersection after the transit crosses 
through the intersection. The transit operates by pulling out of traffic on the side 
of the road at stations. The station was evaluated at 90 feet long to accommodate 
a 66-foot streetcar. 

2.1.5.2 Roadway Considerations 

Refining the roadway components involved developing the right-of-way, 
determining interchange locations and types, reviewing existing utilities, and 
considering local street access and water quality. Figure 2-4, Freeway and 
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Arterial Definitions and Examples, provides the definitions of freeway and 
arterials used in this EIS. 

Right-of-Way Width 

The right-of-way required for the MVC freeway and arterials was based on the 
total number of lanes required to achieve a level of service of LOS D and the 
appropriate shoulders, clear zone, median, and maintenance requirements to meet 
the standards of UDOT and the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO). (See Section 1.6.3.1, Level of Service, for 
more information about level of service.) 

Level of Service and Number of Lanes. The number of general travel lanes 
required for both the MVC freeway and arterials was based on a 2030 level of 
service of LOS D as modeled in the regional travel demand model. Level of 
service is a measure of traffic flow efficiency and congestion and is represented 
by a letter “grade” ranging from A for excellent conditions (free-flowing traffic) 
to F for failure conditions (extremely congested, stop-and-go traffic). LOS B 
through LOS E describe progressively worse traffic conditions. 

Typically, in urban areas, LOS C is considered acceptable, LOS E and LOS F are 
considered unacceptable, and LOS D is considered acceptable where funding 
constraints make it unreasonable to reach LOS C (AASHTO 2001). Both WFRC 
and MAG use a goal of LOS D for projects in their respective long-range 
transportation plans when addressing congestion relief. FHWA’s regulation that 
describes how metropolitan planning organizations should address congestion 
relief is found in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 150, Planning 
Assistance and Standards. Both WFRC and MAG have congestion-management 
policies (WFRC 2004; MAG 2007). 

In summary, the design objective for the MVC roadway elements is LOS D for 
general-purpose lanes and LOS C for high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on 
freeways. However, LOS E would be accepted between on ramps and off ramps 
at interchanges. To improve the level of service to LOS D or better in these areas, 
additional lanes would be required. It was determined that the impacts in terms of 
additional relocations and more impacts to the natural environment would 
outweigh the operational benefits from the additional lanes. In addition, other 
areas close to or at LOS E can be modified during the final design process to 
obtain LOS D by adjusting features such as turning-lane configurations to handle 
the proposed volume of traffic at interchanges. A detailed analysis of the level of 
service goals used for the MVC project is described in Technical Memorandum 
19, Roadway Level of Service Goals and Designation (MVC Management Team 
2004b). 
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For freeway alignments in Salt Lake County, options tested included six-lane, 
eight-lane, and 10-lane freeways with all general-purpose lanes in the evening 
peak period (3 PM to 6 PM), which is the most congested period of the day. 
Auxiliary lanes between interchanges, along with two-lane off ramps, were 
included where necessary to maintain a minimum level of service of LOS D. The 
comparison of the eight-lane and 10-lane freeways found little difference in 
terms of freeway speeds, reduction in congestion, and delay on parallel routes. It 
was concluded that the 10-lane freeway provided only marginal improvements 
over the eight-lane freeway, so the 10-lane freeway was eliminated from further 
consideration. 

Next, the eight-lane and six-lane freeways were compared to determine whether a 
six-lane freeway could be used in place of an eight-lane freeway in some areas. 
For some Salt Lake County segments, one lane could be eliminated in each 
direction from the eight-lane facility, and the resulting six-lane facility 
maintained a level of service of LOS D. For these segments, the eight-lane 
facility was eliminated and the six-lane facility was carried forward. However, if 
the resulting six-lane facility would have a lower level of service (LOS E), then 
the eight-lane facility was carried forward. The level of service analysis for the 
six-lane and eight-lane facilities consisted of using projected MVC volumes 
compared with the roadway capacity. This analysis confirmed that the six-lane 
and eight-lane configurations would be acceptable for both the Salt Lake and 
Utah County alternatives (MVC Management Team 2004b). 

Travel demand modeling conducted during the refinement process showed that 
several alternatives required additional lanes to maintain LOS D or required a 
refinement to the alternative itself from the Level 2 screening results. In order to 
provide LOS D, the 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative in Salt Lake County 
had to be refined to change the ending point of the freeway from SR 201 during 
Level 2 screening to California Avenue (1300 South) during the refinement 
process. The arterial portion of the alternative would be from California Avenue 
to I-80 instead of from SR 201 to I-80. 

For the Arterials Alternative in Utah County, the number of lanes on Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard was increased from five lanes during Level 2 screening to 
seven lanes during the refinement process to meet travel demand requirements. 
This change was a result of higher forecasted population and employment 
numbers for Utah County from the Governor’s Office and Planning and Budget. 
These numbers were included in the WFRC model Version 4.2 used during the 
alternatives refinement process. Additionally, the revised population and 
employment numbers required the number of lanes to be increased from five to 
seven on other arterials in Utah County including 2100 North and segments of 
1000 South. 
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Right-of-Way Requirements. UDOT follows the roadway geometric standards in 
AASHTO’s A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
(AASHTO 2001). Table 2.1-12 provides an overview of the MVC right-of-way 
requirements for a highway, and Table 2.1-13 below shows the MVC right-of-
way requirements for arterials. Both sets of requirements are based on AASHTO 
standards. 

Table 2.1-12. Highway Cross-Section Components and Dimensions 

Component Width 
Standard/ 
Referencea Notes 

Side slope to 
right-of-way line 

Varies UDOT 2004a • Area required to transition from edge of clear zone 
to existing grade. 

• Side slope varies (2:1 maximum) depending on the 
height of the embankment or the depth of the cut. 
Slopes would meet AASHTO and UDOT criteria for 
maintenance and access. 

• Additional 10 feet minimum width required to 
provide maintenance access. 

Clear zone 
(includes 
shoulders)b 

30 feet AASHTO 2001, 
2002; 
UDOT 2004a 

• Clear zone is the unobstructed area beyond the 
edge of the traveled way that allows drivers to 
regain control of errant vehicles. 

• Area includes 12-foot paved (outside) shoulder. 
• 1:6 maximum slope. 

• Based on design speed and average daily traffic. 

Travel lanes  12 feet AASHTO 2001, 
UDOT 2004a 

• Average lane width for general-purpose, auxiliary, 
and HOV lanes.  

Median 50 feet AASHTO 2002 • Provides minimum recommended separation for 
drivers to regain control of errant vehicles without 
hitting a barrier or traffic in opposing lanes. 
AASHTO recommends 50 feet to 100 feet. 

• Includes 10-foot paved (inside) shoulders. 
• UDOT’s standard follows AASHTO 2001 (50 feet). 

Buffer between 
general-purpose 
and HOV lane 

4 feet AASHTO 2004 • Based on the AASHTO 2004 guide for HOV 
facilities. The buffer reinforces safety caused by 
the speed differential between HOV and slower 
adjacent general-purpose traffic and the 
perceptions of different users in the HOV lane and 
general-purpose lanes. 

a AASHTO 2001: A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
 AASHTO 2002: Roadside Design Guide 
 AASHTO 2004: Guide for High-Occupancy Vehicle Facilities 
 UDOT 2004a: Standard Drawing DD 4 
b A 30-foot clear zone would be required for each side of the roadway for a total of 60 feet.  
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Table 2.1-13. Arterial Cross-Section Components and Dimensions 

Component Width 
Standard/ 
Referencea Notes 

Side slope Varies AASHTO 2001 • Area required to transition from back of sidewalk 
to existing grade. 

• Side slope varies depending on the height of the 
embankment and would meet AASHTO and 
UDOT criteria for maintenance, access, and 
minimization of impacts.  

Clear zone 
(includes 
shoulders)b 

20 feet AASHTO 2001, 
2002 

• Clear zone is the unobstructed area beyond the 
edge of the traveled way that allows drivers to 
regain control of errant vehicles. 

• Area includes 8-foot paved (outside) shoulder. 

• 6:1 maximum slope. 
• Curb and gutter is not considered a barrier. 
• Based on design speed and average daily traffic. 

Travel lanes  12 feet AASHTO 2001  

Median/center 
turn lane 

14 feet AASHTO 2001  

Shoulders 8 feet UDOT 2004b  

Park strip 4 feet UDOT 2004b  

Sidewalk 6 feet UDOT 2004b  

Curb and gutter 2.5 feet UDOT 2004b • Standard UDOT curb and gutter type B1 used. 
a AASHTO 2001: A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
 AASHTO 2002: Roadside Design Guide 
 UDOT 2004b: Standard Drawing GW11 
b The 20-foot clear zone for each side of the roadway includes the shoulder, curb and gutter, and sidewalk.  

Interchange Locations 

Several guidelines were considered to evaluate the location of interchanges along 
the freeway alternatives. These guidelines included considering the cross street 
where the interchange would connect, determining whether the interchange was 
compatible with local plans and community future land-use plans, and 
calculating the distance between interchanges. Figure 2-5, Interchange Types – 
Diamond, Single-Point, and System Interchange, provides an overview of the 
types of interchanges considered for the MVC project. 

The cross street at each proposed interchange location was evaluated to 
determine if the cross street could support the large volume of traffic associated 
with the interchange. Arterials that handle larger volumes of traffic were 
considered acceptable, whereas smaller local roads that handle small volumes of 
traffic were considered unacceptable because the traffic from the interchange 
would cause high levels of congestion. In addition, before selecting the 
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interchange locations, community plans were reviewed and meetings held with 
the local municipalities to ensure that the interchange location was compatible 
with current and future land-use plans. 

Finally, to improve the level of service, maintain safety, and be consistent with 
the MVC as a regional facility, the interchange spacing was evaluated to provide 
enough distance between interchanges to meet AASHTO requirements and to 
minimize conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the roadway. In order to 
accommodate vehicle merging and weaving and improve safety, an attempt was 
made to keep interchanges spaced at every 1.5 miles to 2 miles rather than the 
minimum allowable 1-mile spacing. The locations of the interchanges developed 
in this EIS could change based on future growth, land development patterns, and 
financial considerations. Any changes to the interchange locations would be 
considered under separate environmental documentation as required. Table 
2.1-14 below shows the location of the proposed interchanges. 

Other potential interchange locations were examined but were eliminated from 
detailed study. An interchange at 4700 South was considered but was moved to 
4100 South because an interchange at 4700 South would be at two 90-degree 
curves on the MVC, a configuration that would reduce safety and increase cost. 
Additionally, an interchange was considered at 7000 South but was eliminated 
because 7000 South is not an arterial street and is too small to handle the 
projected traffic volumes. Also, there were steep slopes and railroad tracks 
adjacent to the interchange location. 

A more detailed financial analysis of tolling considerations could also result in a 
change in the number and locations of interchanges. For analysis purposes, the 
number and locations of interchanges evaluated in this EIS would be the same for 
the tolled and non-tolled options (see Section 2.2.5, Tolling Options for the MVC 
Alternatives). 
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Table 2.1-14. Proposed Interchange Locations 

Interchange Location Alternative(s) 

Interchange 
Spacing 
(miles) 

Salt Lake County Alternatives  

California Avenue 2 

SR 201 1 

Parkway Boulevard 1a 

3500 South 1 

4100 South 1 

5400 South 2.5 

6200 South 1 

7800 South 2 

9000 South 1.5 

10600 South 2.5 

11400 South 1 

12600 South 1.25 

13400 South 1 

14600 South 

All Salt Lake County  
roadway alternatives 

2 

Utah County Alternatives  

Porter Rockwell Blvd. All Utah County alternatives 3 

2100 North All Utah County alternatives 3.25 

SR 73  Southern Freeway Alternative 2 

SR 68 (Redwood Rd.) Southern Freeway Alternative 1.5 

2300 West  Southern Freeway and 2100 
North Freeway Alternativesb 

1.5 

100 West  Southern Freeway Alternative 2 

The location of the interchanges developed in this EIS could change based on future 
growth, land development patterns, and financial considerations. Any changes to the 
interchange locations would be considered under separate environmental 
documentation as required. 
a A partial interchange is required to provide access to the MVC because of the 

close proximity of SR 201. A full interchange would require a collector-distributor 
system. 

b A partial interchange is required due to the close proximity of I-15 and conflict with 
the frontage road system to the east. 
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Utility Line Relocations 

Utilities including electric power, natural gas, liquid petroleum, communication, 
water, and sewer were considered during the alternatives development process. 
Each utility provider and local jurisdiction was contacted to determine whether 
utilities would be relocated or would pass through the right-of-way. Based on this 
coordination, high-voltage electrical lines, aqueducts, and high-pressure gas lines 
would need to be relocated outside the right-of-way. This relocation would require 
the acquisition of additional land beyond what would be required for the roadway. 

Permanent Street Closures 

As the alternatives were being developed, each existing street that crosses the 
proposed freeway alternatives was evaluated to determine whether it should form 
an interchange, go under or over the freeway, or terminate in a cul-de-sac. The 
determination of the type of crossing was based on travel demand requirements, 
emergency vehicle access, and consultation with the affected jurisdiction. If a 
street had low travel demand, appropriate emergency vehicle access could be 
maintained, and the local jurisdiction agreed with the closure, then the street was 
terminated in a cul-de-sac. These streets are detailed in Section 2.2, Description 
of Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Study. 

Water Runoff Treatment 

Stormwater runoff from the Mountain View Corridor would be contained in the 
project area and treated to minimize pollutants discharged to receiving waters 
such as the Jordan River. Stormwater would be captured in storm drain systems 
consisting primarily of ditches. In areas where retaining walls, barriers, or curbs 
are required, catch basins would be used to capture runoff, which would then be 
conveyed through pipe systems. These storm drain systems would be routed 
through detention basins (or in some cases retention basins) before the runoff is 
discharged into the receiving waters. 

Detention basins hold stormwater runoff temporarily before releasing it, while 
retention basins store runoff and do not release it. Detention basins are preferred 
over retention basins because they limit discharge to predevelopment levels, 
allow for sedimentation to occur, and eliminate permanent ponding. Oil and 
grease skimmers would be included on each detention basin outlet structure to 
further improve the quality of runoff water before it is discharged into the 
receiving waters. In some areas without adequate receiving waters, retention 
basins might be necessary. Retention basins should be considered only in areas 
where no feasible receiving waters are available and where the soil properties and 
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groundwater levels help all stored water to be absorbed into the soils and 
groundwater. 

The need for detention basins along the proposed alternatives has been 
coordinated closely with cities and major land developers, and, wherever 
circumstances allow, detention basins have been combined with those planned by 
developers or municipalities. Using the same detention basin for multiple 
projects allows drainage issues to be addressed on a regional basis and should put 
less strain on receiving waters downstream. UDOT will continue to coordinate 
with the cities to identify opportunities to combine detention facilities through 
the design phase of the project. 

2.1.5.3 Tolling Considerations 

As travel on Utah’s highways continues to increase, federal and state highway 
funding cannot keep up with the cost of transportation operations and road 
maintenance in Utah. Facing a funding short-fall, UDOT is exploring tolling to 
address the state’s transportation needs. In the 2005 general legislative session, 
the Utah state legislature authorized under Utah law (Utah Administrative Code 
Sections 72-6-118 and 72-20-120) the establishment and operation of tollways. 
This legislation allows UDOT to establish and operate tollways and related 
facilities for the purpose of funding, in whole or in part, the acquisition of right-
of-way and the design, construction, reconstruction, operation, enforcement, and 
maintenance of tollways for use by the public. UDOT can also enter into 
contracts, agreements, licenses, franchises, or other arrangements to implement 
tollways. 

Based on the legislation, UDOT decided to consider tolling as an option for the 
MVC project. Therefore, this EIS analyzes the expected impacts of tolling the 
proposed alternatives in Salt Lake and Utah Counties along with the expected 
impacts of the non-tolled alternatives. This EIS assumes that the right-of-way 
required for both the non-tolled and tolled alternatives would be the same (see 
Section 2.2.5.1, Right-of-Way Considerations for the Tolling Options). 

2.1.5.4 Other Considerations 

Coordination with the I-15 Project in Utah County 

This section provides an overview of how sponsors of the MVC and I-15 projects 
are evaluating actions that would affect both projects. FHWA and UDOT are 
preparing an EIS for widening I-15 in Utah County and southern Salt Lake 
County to meet the growing travel demand. As part of both the MVC and I-15 
projects, the project sponsors need to consider where and how the MVC project 
would connect to I-15 in Utah County. Because the construction timing for each 
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project has not been determined, UDOT does not know at this time which project 
would be constructed first. 

Travel Demand. For the MVC project, the travel demand modeling for the MVC 
alternatives included a reconstructed I-15 with 12 lanes. This configuration, 
which is being evaluated in the I-15 EIS, is different than the 10 lanes shown in 
the 2003 WFRC and 2005 MAG long-range transportation plans that were used 
during the screening process. The 10-lane I-15 was used to evaluate the need for 
the MVC project and to screen the MVC alternatives; both of these evaluations 
were conducted before the 12-lane option was considered in the I-15 EIS. A 
sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine whether modeling a 12-lane I-15 
would have affected the need for the MVC project or the results of the MVC 
alternatives screening. The sensitivity analysis found that a 12-lane I-15 would 
not have affected the need for the MVC project or the results of the alternatives 
screening (MVC Management Team 2007b). 

Interchanges. Each MVC alternative in Utah County connects to I-15 through 
either existing or new interchanges. This MVC EIS analyzes the modifications 
that would be required to the existing or new I-15 interchanges in order to handle 
the increased traffic at these interchanges due to the MVC project. In addition, 
for the interchange analysis, I-15 is assumed to be widened to 12 lanes. This 
ensures that the expected environmental impacts from the MVC project are 
captured if the MVC is implemented before I-15 is reconstructed. 

Trail 

A secondary component of the project’s purpose is to increase the number of 
bicycle and pedestrian options consistent with the adopted regional transportation 
plans. Trail locations were considered that would complement existing trail 
systems while taking into account environmental factors (such as relocations and 
impacts to wetlands). 

To help develop a trail system, meetings were held with the Salt Lake County 
Trails Advisory Board that addressed trail master plans, potential uses, and goals 
for the trail facility. The Trails Advisory Board, which was established by the 
County to assist in long-range trail planning, includes members from local 
municipalities as well as UDOT, WFRC, and MAG. Citizens can also join the 
Board by requesting to participate in the planning process. 
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Trails Advisory Board. The Trails Advisory Board provided input about how the 
MVC trail could meet the needs of the affected cities. Input from the advisory 
board included the following: 

• Information on master-planned trails in the affected cities 

• Types of trail uses that might be appropriate for the MVC multi-use trail: 

o Pedestrian recreational travel 
o Bicycle recreational travel 
o Bicycle commuter travel 
o Equestrian recreational travel 

• Goals for the MVC multi-use trail: 

o Integrate the trail with the proposed freeway system to provide a 
continuous trail throughout the length of the freeway corridor 

o Provide access for existing and planned east-west trails that would 
cross the freeway system 

Trail Location. To develop a trail alignment, many factors were considered 
including options for connecting to existing trails as well as ways to avoid 
homes, businesses, and wetlands. The trail would require between 12 feet and 
50 feet of right-of-way, but the actual width has not been determined. The actual 
right-of-way required at each specific location would be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis during the final design phase of the project by taking into account local 
conditions. Additionally, the type of trail access across arterials or other cross 
streets would be considered during final design and could consist of crossing at 
the nearest signalized intersection, tunnel, or overpass to maintain the continuity 
of the trail. 

Based on input from the Trails Advisory Board, a continuous multi-use trail 
running within the freeway corridor for the entire 35-mile length of the project 
was evaluated. However, the additional right-of-way required for such a trail 
would cause wetland impacts as well as impacts to existing and planned 
residential developments. For the MVC project, a trail with various segments 
along the corridor that would connect to existing and planned community trails 
and provide north-south travel was carried forward for detailed study. Section 
2.2.2.2, 5800 West Freeway Alternative, provides an overview of the trail 
developed for the MVC project. 

Community and Environmental Considerations 

Alternatives were refined based on existing environmental data as well as input 
from the public and resource agencies. During the alternatives development 
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process, the alignments were modified to minimize or avoid relocations, Section 
4(f) uses, impacts to minority and low-income communities, and impacts to 
cultural sites. The alignments were also modified to avoid or minimize impacts to 
wetlands, farmland, and habitat for threatened and endangered species. 

In addition, meetings were held with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources to 
develop alternatives that would minimize environmental impacts. During these 
meetings, the resource agencies reviewed the alternatives and made recommen-
dations to avoid sensitive resources such as wetlands and wildlife habitat. 

Park-and-Ride and Park-and-Pool Lots 

Representatives from UDOT, UTA, WFRC, and MAG met to evaluate possible 
locations for park-and-ride lots along the 5600 West transit corridor and park-
and-pool lots in Utah County. The specific transit technology for the 5600 West 
transit corridor had not yet been defined, so the group identified lots that would 
work regardless of the technology selected. The preliminary list of park-and-ride 
lot locations was developed using input from the local jurisdictions and was 
based primarily on the location of proposed transit stations. Once the preliminary 
list was developed, it was then compared to the travel demand model to 
determine how much each lot would be used. 

Park-and-pool lots are typically smaller than park-and-ride lots and are intended 
exclusively for motorists to form carpools and vanpools. This type of lot is often 
developed as a joint-use facility (for example, shared with a church or shopping 
center) and can be a part of a development mitigation plan whereby a developer 
dedicates a number of spaces within a larger development for these purposes. 

In order to identify feasible locations for the lots, locations near the most heavily 
traveled routes were considered. These locations consisted of major intersecting 
roads. Another consideration in the location of these lots was lot spacing. It was 
determined that lots would need to be spaced closely enough to accommodate as 
many patrons as possible. 

2.1.5.5 Alternatives Eliminated or Revised During the Refinement 
Process 

As part of the alternatives refinement process, two alternatives carried forward 
from Level 2 screening were eliminated. These alternatives were the 5600 West 
Freeway Alternative and the 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative in Salt 
Lake County. The MVC Alternatives Screening Report Addendum (MVC 
Management Team 2007a) provides the detailed analysis that resulted in 
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eliminating these alternatives. In addition, the final connection point of the 
proposed Porter Rockwell alignment to I-15 was refined. 

Elimination of the 5600 West Freeway Alternative in Salt Lake 
County 

The 5600 West Freeway Alternative is identical to the 5800 West Freeway 
Alternative except for the segment north of California Avenue, where the 
alternative would be placed on the existing 5600 West alignment and would 
connect to the diamond interchange at I-80. The 5800 West Freeway Alternative 
would be placed two to three blocks to the west of the existing 5600 West 
alignment on undeveloped land and would connect to I-80 at a new interchange. 

The 5600 West Freeway Alternative would require the use of a frontage road 
system in order to provide access to adjacent businesses. Although this frontage 
road would provide access for motorists traveling on the frontage road itself, it 
would restrict access between businesses on either side of the freeway. Also, the 
frontage road would be incompatible with the 5600 West Transit Alternative 
because pedestrian access would be difficult if a frontage road and freeway 
separated transit and adjacent businesses. In addition, the 5600 West Freeway 
Alternative would be inconsistent with Salt Lake City’s transportation master 
plan for the area. This plan maintains the current configuration of 5600 West as 
an arterial to allow continued unimpeded access to existing and future businesses. 

Both the 5600 West Freeway and 5800 West Freeway Alternatives would service 
the same area, accommodate the same traffic volume, and affect the same amount 
of wetlands (about 7.4 acres between SR 201 and I-80). Because the 5600 West 
Freeway Alternative would restrict business and pedestrian access and would 
also be incompatible with the 5600 West Transit Alternative and Salt Lake City’s 
transportation master plan, it was eliminated from detailed study. 

Elimination of the 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative in Salt 
Lake County 

The 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative was proposed by Salt Lake City 
during the EIS scoping phase based on the City’s desire to have the MVC be an 
arterial within the city limits. An arterial from SR 201 north to I-80 was 
evaluated during the Level 1 and Level 2 screening processes using Version 3.2 
of the WFRC travel demand model. This evaluation demonstrated that the arterial 
would meet the WFRC level of service goal of LOS D. Under the 7200 West 
Arterial/Freeway Alternative, the MVC would transition from a freeway to a 
seven-lane arterial at SR 201 and this arterial would extend to I-80, a distance of 
about 3.5 miles. The arterial was intended to be a limited-access facility (similar 
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to Bangerter Highway in Salt Lake County) with signalized intersections at 
California Avenue and 700 South and a diamond interchange with signals at I-80. 

Following Level 2 screening, Version 4.2 of the WFRC travel demand model 
was used to further refine and evaluate the alternatives. This analysis determined 
that the 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative would have to be modified to 
provide the appropriate capacity because both of the signalized interchanges (at 
California Avenue and 700 South) would operate at LOS F. To provide the 
appropriate capacity, the freeway was extended from SR 201 to just past 
California Avenue with the signalized intersections provided at 700 South and 
I-80. The length of the arterial segment would be about 2 miles, 1.5 miles shorter 
than the original alternative that was evaluated during the screening process. This 
modified alternative is referred to as the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway 
Alternative. 

Driver Expectations and Safety. Driver expectations are an important considera-
tion in roadway design, because a design that contradicts driver expectations can 
result in safety problems. In general, drivers on a freeway expect to be able to 
continue traveling at freeway speeds and do not anticipate having to stop at 
traffic signals. For that reason, an abrupt transition from a freeway to a surface 
street (arterial) with traffic signals can result in increased accident rates. 

In order to explain the concept of driver expectations, it is helpful to compare the 
Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative to the Arterials Alternative in 
Utah County, where the MVC freeway from Salt Lake County ends at SR 73 (an 
arterial) in Lehi. In the case of the Arterials Alternative, there are about 5 miles 
of arterial roads between the end of the MVC freeway and I-15. In the case of the 
Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative, there are about 2 miles of 
arterial roads between the MVC freeway and I-80. 

The Arterials Alternative in Utah County would have 5 miles between freeways 
and would also include a change in direction (south to east). Therefore this 
alternative is considered to be a sound, practical transportation option because 
driver expectations would not be undermined. Southbound drivers on the MVC 
freeway in Utah County would see several large overhead signs informing them 
that the freeway is ending. At the freeway end, drivers would have to turn left 
onto SR 73, which would cause them to slow down. In addition, drivers would be 
able to see that they are transitioning to surface streets, and the associated access 
for commercial and residential development would be visible along the entire 
distance of the freeway through Lehi. All of these visual cues would encourage 
drivers to slow down as they approach the end of the freeway. 

In the case of the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative, driver 
expectations would be undermined due to two reasons. The first reason is that 
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drivers would not be required to stop and turn at the freeway end, so they would 
not expect to have to slow down on the remaining 2 miles of arterial road before 
connecting with I-80. The second reason relates to the short distance between the 
end of the MVC freeway and its connection with I-80. Before the freeway 
transitions to an arterial, northbound drivers would be traveling on a bridge over 
California Avenue with an elevated line of sight relative to the surrounding 
terrain. During daylight hours, drivers on this bridge would be able to see I-80 in 
the distance in front of them. Though the bridge would have a posted speed limit 
of 35 mph or 40 mph, drivers on the bridge would not expect to have to slow 
down from one freeway to another freeway that is visible a short distance away. 
As a result, some drivers would slow down to the posted speed limit while others 
would likely continue at freeway speeds. This difference in vehicle speeds would 
create a safety hazard, and accidents—especially severe rear-end collisions—
would likely increase. 

Although ending a freeway at a signalized intersection is not uncommon in the 
United States, local experience with the intersection of SR 201 and 7200 West 
indicates that a freeway ending at a signalized intersection can result in a high 
accident rate. SR 201 west of 5600 West has an interchange that is similar to 
what is proposed on the MVC for the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway 
Alternative. SR 201 is a freeway from I-15 to 5600 West, a distance of about 
6 miles. West of 5600 West, SR 201 becomes an expressway with a divided 
median and signalized intersections. The first signalized intersection on SR 201 
as an expressway is at 7200 West. 

Accident data were obtained from UDOT for a half-mile segment of SR 201 for 
the 3-year period of 2001–2003. The data showed an accident rate of 8.07 
accidents per million vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) in this segment of SR 201. 
According to state averages, an expressway in Utah with similar traffic volumes 
can be expected to have an accident rate of 2.48 accidents per million VMT. This 
means that the accident rate on SR 201 at 7200 West is more than triple the 
expected rate. UDOT has recently installed an advance warning and signalization 
system to reduce the accident rate at that intersection. 

There is no reason to expect that the accident rate on the arterial segment of the 
Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative would be different from the 
accident rate for SR 201 at 7200 West. Therefore, the intersection at 700 South 
on the arterial segment can be expected to have an accident rate of more than 
8 accidents per million VMT. As a freeway, the MVC in this area can be 
expected to have an accident rate of less than 2 accidents per million VMT 
according to state averages. 
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Access Benefit. For the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative, the 
arterial segment between 700 South and I-80 would be a limited-access arterial 
similar to Bangerter Highway. The limited-access facility is required to meet 
LOS D. Therefore, the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative 
provides little additional access benefit compared to the 7200 West Freeway 
Alternative north of California Avenue except for the intersection at 700 South. 
Overall, the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative provides only one 
additional access point in the 3.5 miles between California Avenue and I-80 and 
therefore provides little additional access benefit. 

Travel Demand. Travel demand modeling showed that, with the Modified 7200 
West Arterial/Freeway Alternative, a substantial amount of traffic would use 
SR 201 instead of heading north to I-80. The difference in the types of 
interchanges at I-80 and SR 201 (I-80 has a signalized diamond interchange and 
SR 201 has a system interchange) leads to unequal distribution of traffic between 
I-80 and SR 201. Under the 7200 West Freeway Alternative, between 5600 West 
and 7200 West the PM peak-hour traffic would be nearly evenly distributed 
between I-80 and SR 201, while under the Modified 7200 West Arterial/Freeway 
Alternative, SR 201 would carry about 25% more traffic than I-80. This would 
place an extra burden on SR 201 and would lead to traffic volumes that exceed 
capacity on SR 201 west of 7200 West. 

Conclusion. Based on the above analysis, the Modified 7200 West Arterial/
Freeway Alternative has been eliminated from further consideration for the 
following reasons: 

• The reduced speeds on the arterial segment would not meet driver 
expectations, which would undermine safety and likely result in more 
accidents, especially severe rear-end collisions. 

• Accident rates at the 700 South intersection would likely be high. 

• The alternative would provide little additional access benefit compared 
to the 7200 West Freeway Alternative (there would be one additional 
access point north of California Avenue at 700 South). 

• The alternative would place an extra travel demand burden on SR 201, 
which would lead to traffic volumes that exceed capacity west of 7200 
West. 
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Reconsideration of the Porter Rockwell Boulevard Connection to I-15 
in Salt Lake County 

During the MVC screening process, the initial alignment for the proposed Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard arterial included a new connection to I-15 at about 16000 
South. During the screening process, it was understood that there was a 
difference in the vertical grade between I-15 and the Porter Rockwell connection 
at 16000 South. However, because project surveying and mapping had not yet 
been conducted, the extent of this grade difference was underestimated. During 
the alternatives refinement process, detailed mapping of the area was conducted, 
and it was determined that the grade difference was more than 100 feet. Because 
of this grade difference, and because of impacts to a frontage road, Geneva rock 
and gravel facilities, an aqueduct, and a railroad line, developing a new 
connection to I-15 at 16000 South is not feasible unless major revisions are made 
to the design of I-15. 

To make an interchange work at 16000 South, either I-15 would need to be 
realigned and lowered (to reduce the 100-foot grade difference) or Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard would need to be routed under I-15, which would require 
relocation of a railroad line, a canal, the frontage road, and businesses. After 
further consideration, an interchange at 14600 South was evaluated. A 
connection to I-15 at the existing 14600 South interchange would not require I-15 
to be realigned and lowered and would cost about $338 million less than a 
connection at 16000 South. For these reasons, a new interchange connection at 
16000 South was eliminated. 

Reconsideration of the 1900 South Freeway Alignment in Utah 
County 

During the Level 2 screening process, Utah County alternative UT-1 was 
eliminated because the proposed freeway alignment along 1900 South had 
substantially higher wetland impacts than a “hybrid” alignment that followed 
1500 South. However, later discussions with Lehi City determined that an 
alignment on 1900 South could be built with fewer wetland impacts. 

It was originally thought that, under the UT-1 alternative, cross streets would 
need to be routed either over or under the freeway, which would require a high 
embankment to support the raised roadway. This embankment would require a 
larger right-of-way width, which would result in greater wetland impacts. 
However, during the discussions with Lehi City, city officials stated that they 
would restrict development south of the freeway alignment, so most cross streets 
would end north of the proposed freeway at the existing arterial at 1900 South. 
Because cross streets did not need to be routed under or over the freeway, the 
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freeway profile was lowered, which reduced the cross-section by 60 feet and 
therefore reduced wetland impacts. 

As a result of the reduced wetland impacts along the 1900 South alignment, both 
the 1500 South and 1900 South alignment options were being considered for the 
Southern Freeway Alternative and as part of the arterial alignments proposed 
under the Northern Freeway Alternative and the Arterials Alternative. However, 
further evaluation determined that only the 1900 South option would be carried 
forward with the Utah County alternatives (see the following section). 

2.1.6 Reconsideration of the Utah County Alternatives 

The results of the alternative screening analysis identified four MVC roadway 
alternatives in Utah County: the Southern Freeway with 2100 North Arterial 
Alternative, the Southern Freeway with Porter Rockwell Boulevard Arterial 
Alternative, the Arterials Alternative, and the Northern Freeway Alternative. All 
of the alternatives considered alignment options along 1500 South and 1900 
South near Utah Lake. After the screening process, numerous meetings were held 
with the public, municipalities, and resource agencies from July 2006 through 
February 2007 regarding the Utah County alternatives. These meetings resulted 
in a decision in February 2007 to revise the Utah County alternatives due to the 
following reasons: 

• Resource agencies commented that alignments south of 1500 South were 
too close to Utah Lake and would result in wetland and habitat 
fragmentation impacts. The resource agencies asked that alternatives 
with alignments farther north of Utah Lake be considered. 

• EPA was concerned that the initial project purpose element of supporting 
local growth objectives might have eliminated reasonable alternatives. 

• In January 2007, UDOT decided to undertake a project with an arterial 
on about 1000 South in Lehi, which was one of the MVC arterial 
alignments for the Arterials and Northern Freeway Alternatives. 
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2.1.6.1 Resource Agencies’ Review of the Utah County 
Alternatives 

To address comments from the resource agencies regarding potential wetland and 
wildlife habitat fragmentation impacts from the MVC alternatives along 1500 
South and 1900 South, an alternatives refinement process was initiated in 
cooperation with the resource agencies, cities, and several non-governmental 
organizations in July 2006. This process focused on the 1500 South and 1900 
South options of the Southern Freeway Alternative. As a result of this 
alternatives refinement process, a concept was developed north of 1500 South. 

Initially, this concept was developed such that the alignment of the Southern 
Freeway Alternative was at 1000 South in Lehi and connected to I-15 near the 
Main Street interchange in American Fork. However, this concept was eliminated 
for technical reasons because (1) the freeway connection at I-15 was too close to 
the adjacent interchanges and would have violated AASHTO and FHWA 
requirements for interchange spacing, and (2) the freeway connection would have 
required the construction of a 3-mile-long collector-distributor system along I-15. 

Therefore, the alignment on about 1000 South near I-15 was moved south to 
align with the 1500 South option and connect to the Pleasant Grove/Lindon 
interchange on I-15. In addition, the Southern Freeway Alternative options on 
1500 South and 1900 South were merged together at 1900 South in American 
Fork to further avoid wetland impacts. The 1900 South option was then further 
modified by moving it farther north toward the 1500 South option so that the 
overall wetland impacts of the 1500 South and 1900 South options would be 
similar. 

Several meetings and workshops were held in 2006 and early 2007 to refine this 
alignment. The outcome was that the cities generally were in favor of the 
modified 1900 South option instead of an option on 1500 South for the following 
reasons: 

• An alignment on 1900 South would not divide the city of Lehi as much 
as an alignment on 1500 South would. 

• An alignment on 1900 South would have fewer impacts on development  
(particularly in American Fork) than an alignment on 1500 South would. 

• An alignment on 1900 South would provide a buffer to development 
between the roadway and Utah Lake and would effectively prohibit 
development in the wetlands near the lake. The 1900 South alignment 
was also consistent with Lehi’s and American Fork’s planning 
documents. 
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In contrast, the resource agencies favored an alignment on 1500 South for the 
following reasons: 

• An alignment on 1500 South would fragment less habitat than the 1900 
South option would. 

• An alignment on 1500 South would affect fewer wetlands near Utah 
Lake that the resource agencies considered to be more important, 
although the total acreage of wetland impacts from the 1900 South and 
1500 South options would be similar. 

To provide a range of reasonable alternatives and to address the concerns of the 
cities and resource agencies, the alternatives identified in Table 2.1-15 below 
were developed. To keep the intent of the alignment preferred by the resource 
agencies (less habitat fragmentation and fewer impacts to important wetlands 
near Utah Lake), an alternative along 2100 North was developed. This alternative 
(2100 North Freeway Alternative) has no roadway alignments near Utah Lake. 
To accommodate the concerns of Lehi and American Fork, both a freeway 
alignment (Southern Freeway Alternative) and an arterial alignment (Arterials 
Alternative) on 1900 South were included in the Utah County alternatives. An 
alignment on 1500 South was not considered because it did not address the cities’ 
concerns and had similar wetland impacts as an alignment on the modified 1900 
South alignment. 
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Table 2.1-15. Reconsideration of the Utah County Alternatives 

After Screening Process After Utah County Evaluation Comments 

Southern Freeway with 2100 North 
Arterial Alternative. Freeway from 
Salt Lake County continues west 
of Redwood Road and connects to 
I-15 at Pleasant Grove; follows 
1500 South and power corridor 
alignments. East-west arterials: 
• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 

Southern Freeway Alternative. 
Freeway from Salt Lake County 
continues west of Redwood Road 
and connects to I-15 at Pleasant 
Grove; follows 1900 South. 

The 2100 North arterial alignment 
was retained as part of the 
Arterials Alternative. The 
alignment along 1900 South 
instead of 1500 South was 
developed in coordination with the 
cities.  

Southern Freeway with Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard Arterial 
Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County continues west of 
Redwood Road and connects to 
I-15 at Pleasant Grove; follows 
1500 South and power corridor 
alignments. East-west arterials: 
• Porter Rockwell Boulevard – 

7-lane arterial 

Southern Freeway Alternative. 
Freeway from Salt Lake County 
continues west of Redwood Road 
and connects to I-15 at Pleasant 
Grove; follows 1900 South. 

The Porter Rockwell Boulevard 
portion is being evaluated under 
the Arterials Alternative.  

Arterials Alternative. Freeway from 
Salt Lake County west of 
Redwood Road transitions to 
expressway between 2100 North 
and SR 73; no freeway connection 
provided to I-15. East-west 
arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell – 7-lane arterial 
• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 
• SR 73 (1000 South) – 7-lane 

arterial from I-15 to 10400 West, 
then 5 lanes to MVC 

• 1900 South – 7-lane arterial 

Arterials Alternative. Freeway from 
Salt Lake County west of 
Redwood Road to SR 73; no 
freeway connection provided to 
I-15. East-west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell – 7-lane arterial 
• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 
• 1900 South – 7-lane arterial 

The only change made to the 
alternative was the elimination of 
the 1000 South option, which 
UDOT is evaluating under an 
independent study begun in 2007 
(see Section 2.1.6.4, UDOT’s 
Consideration of the 1000 South 
Alignment).  

Northern Freeway Alternative. 
Freeway from Salt Lake County 
west of Redwood Road transitions 
to expressway between 2100 
North and SR 73; freeway 
connection to I-15 provided by 
Porter Rockwell Boulevard 
(6 lanes). East-west arterials: 
• 2100 North – 7-lane arterial 
• SR 73 (1000 South) – 7-lane 

arterial from I-15 to 10400 West, 
then 5 lanes to MVC 

• 1900 South – 7-lane arterial 

Eliminated. 2100 North Freeway 
Alternative developed in its place. 
Freeway from Salt Lake County 
west of Redwood Road to SR 73; 
freeway connection along 2100 
North connecting to I-15. 

This alternative was developed to 
meet the intent of the resource 
agencies’ request for an 
alternative farther north of Utah 
Lake. Porter Rockwell Boulevard 
and the 1900 South arterial are still 
considered under the Arterials 
Alternative. The 1000 South option 
is being evaluated by UDOT under 
an independent study begun in 
2007 (see Section 2.1.6.4, UDOT’s 
Consideration of the 1000 South 
Alignment). This alternative was 
also brought back because the 
project purpose of meeting local 
growth objectives was changed to 
a secondary project objective. 
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2.1.6.2 Lehi Point of the Mountain Concept 

After the Southern Freeway, Arterials, and 2100 North Freeway Alternatives 
were shown to the cities and the public, Lehi City raised some concerns 
regarding the 2100 North Freeway Alternative. Lehi City was concerned that a 
freeway on 2100 North could divide the community and limit the potential for 
commercial development in the area. In February 2007, Lehi City provided 
UDOT with an alternative alignment farther north at Point of the Mountain. This 
alignment would require a bridge 2,000 feet to 3,000 feet long and from 200 feet 
to 350 feet high. 

In 2005, the MVC team studied a similar alignment at Point of the Mountain. The 
team found that connections between the MVC and I-15 in this area would 
require a lengthy elevated structure crossing the Jordan River, as well as 
extensive walls or bridges at locations already constrained by the future widening 
of I-15. Due to the terrain and loose soils, these structures would have substantial 
issues with regard to cost and constructability. In addition, weather and icing 
factors in the area would result in serious concerns about winter safety and 
ongoing maintenance and a considerable increase in associated maintenance 
costs. For these reasons, an alignment at or near the Point of the Mountain was 
not considered further at that time. 

At the end of August 2007, Lehi City presented FHWA and UDOT with a 
revised version of a Point of the Mountain alignment in the 4800 North 
Connector; I-15 to Mountain View Corridor Freeway Junction Alternative 
Preliminary Design and Alternative Analysis Report (Lehi City 2007), which 
detailed Lehi City’s proposed alternative. The Lehi City alternative (4800 North 
Freeway Connector) would be a freeway segment connecting I-15 and the MVC 
near the Salt Lake County–Utah County line. This alternative would be about 
1.4 miles long with an 1,800-foot bridge spanning the Jordan Narrows. 

The Lehi City alternative was received just prior to release of the MVC Draft EIS 
and therefore was not evaluated in detail. UDOT and FHWA are continuing to 
work with Lehi City on the details of the 4800 North Freeway Connector 
Alternative in order to determine if it is reasonable. Based on this review, FHWA 
will determine whether a Supplemental EIS will be required.  
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2.1.6.3 EPA’s Concern about the Project Purpose 

An alternative (UT-4) was initially considered with a freeway on 2100 North in 
Lehi during Level 2 screening (see Table 2.1-8 above, Level 2 Screening Results 
– Utah County Roadway Alternatives). UT-4 was initially eliminated because it 
was not compatible with Lehi City’s growth objectives. Supporting local growth 
objectives was a primary project purpose for considering the MVC alternatives. 
EPA provided comments on a draft version of Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need 
for Action, on October 11, 2004. In its comments, EPA was concerned about 
including the goal of “supporting local growth objectives” as a primary purpose 
of the project. EPA expressed the concern that this goal could result in the 
elimination of alternatives that otherwise would be considered reasonable and 
practicable alternatives for avoiding or minimizing impacts to wetlands. Based 
on those comments and further discussion with EPA, FHWA and UDOT 
agreed to include “supporting local growth objectives” as a secondary objective 
of the project, which means that this goal was not used as a basis for screening 
alternatives. Because “supporting local growth objectives” was changed to a 
secondary objective, the 2100 North Freeway Alternative was determined to be a 
reasonable alternative. Therefore, the 2100 North Freeway Alternative is now 
being considered as one of the Utah County alternatives. 

2.1.6.4 UDOT’s Consideration of the 1000 South Alignment 

During early 2007, UDOT decided to undertake a project for an arterial on about 
1000 South in Lehi, which was one of the MVC arterial alignments for the 
Arterials and Northern Freeway Alternatives. Therefore, 1000 South was 
removed from consideration from the MVC alternatives and was included as part 
of the No-Action Alternative. 

2.1.6.5 Public Involvement during the Reconsideration of the 
Utah County Alternatives 

As a result of coordination and consultation with the resource agencies, the 
alternatives in Utah County were further refined and revised to reduce impacts to 
communities and wetlands. Two open houses, which were held in December 
2006 and March 2007, provided an opportunity for the MVC EIS Team to update 
the public and answer questions about the revised alternatives and make the 
public aware of wetland and habitat fragmentation issues near Utah Lake. The 
March 2007 meeting presented the new 2100 North Freeway Alternative. The 
meetings were announced using the project e-mail update list, direct mail, and 
residential flyers. More than 500 people attended the two open houses to discuss 
the updated Utah County alternatives. 
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2.1.7 Conclusion of the Alternatives Refinement and Reconsideration 
Processes 

Four roadway alternatives and a transit alternative in Salt Lake County and four 
roadway alternatives in Utah County were carried forward from Level 2 
screening into the alternatives refinement process. During the refinement process, 
preliminary engineering and additional travel demand modeling were conducted 
to determine the exact characteristics of the alternatives including interchanges 
and transit stations, the width of the cross-section (number of lanes, overall 
width, and transit station sizing), and potential locations for the multi-use trail. 

In addition, further environmental screening was conducted on these alternatives 
to minimize wetland impacts, habitat fragmentation, and relocations, and 
additional meetings were held with resource agencies, cities, and the public. As a 
result of the refinement and reconsideration processes, two Salt Lake County 
alternatives (the 5600 West Freeway and 7200 West Arterial/Freeway 
Alternatives) were eliminated and the four Utah County alternatives were refined 
into three alternatives. Table 2.1-16 below provides a summary of the 
alternatives that are being carried forward for detailed study in this EIS. 
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Table 2.1-16. Results of Alternatives Refinement and Reconsideration Processes 

Level 2 Screening Results 
Alternatives Considered after the 
Refinement Process 

Alternatives Considered after 
Reconsideration of the Utah 
County Alternatives 

Salt Lake County Alternatives 

5600 West Freeway Alternative  
5800 West Freeway Alternative 

5800 West Freeway Alternative 5800 West Freeway Alternative 

7200 West Freeway Alternative 
7200 West Arterial/Freeway Alternative  

7200 West Freeway Alternative 7200 West Freeway Alternative 

5600 West Transit Alternative with 
Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option 
or Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 

5600 West Transit Alternative with 
Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option 
or Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 

5600 West Transit Alternative with 
Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option or 
Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 

Utah County Alternatives 

Southern Freeway with 2100 North 
Arterial Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County continues west of Redwood 
Road and connects to I-15 at Pleasant 
Grove; follows 1500 South and power 
corridor alignments. East-west arterials: 

• 2100 North arterial 

Southern Freeway with 2100 North 
Arterial Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County continues west of Redwood 
Road and connects to I-15 at Pleasant 
Grove; follows 1500 South or 1900 
South alignments. East-west arterials: 

• 2100 North arterial 

Southern Freeway with Porter Rockwell 
Boulevard Arterial Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County continues west of 
Redwood Road and connects to I-15 at 
Pleasant Grove; follows 1500 South and 
power corridor alignments. East-west 
arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell Boulevard arterial 

Southern Freeway with Porter Rockwell 
Boulevard Arterial Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County continues west of 
Redwood Road and connects to I-15 at 
Pleasant Grove; follows 1500 South or 
1900 South alignments. East-west 
arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell Boulevard arterial 

Southern Freeway Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County continues west of 
Redwood Road and connects to I-15 at 
Pleasant Grove; follows 1900 South. 

 

Arterials Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County west of Redwood Road 
transitions to expressway between 2100 
North and SR 73; no freeway connection 
provided to I-15. East-west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell arterial 
• 2100 North arterial 
• 1000 South arterial 
• 1900 South arterial 

Arterials Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County west of Redwood Road 
transitions to expressway between 2100 
North and SR 73; no freeway connection 
provided to I-15. East-west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell arterial 
• 2100 North arterial 
• 1000 South arterial 
• 1500 or 1900 South arterial 

Arterials Alternative. Freeway from Salt 
Lake County west of Redwood Road to 
SR 73; no freeway connection provided to 
I-15. East-west arterials: 

• Porter Rockwell arterial 
• 2100 North arterial 
• 1900 South arterial 

Northern Freeway Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County west of Redwood 
Road transitions to expressway between 
2100 North and SR 73; freeway 
connection to I-15 provided by Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard (6 lanes). East-west 
arterials: 

• 2100 North arterial 
• 1000 South arterial 
• 1900 South arterial 

Northern Freeway Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County west of Redwood 
Road transitions to expressway between 
2100 North and SR 73; freeway 
connection to I-15 provided by Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard (6 lanes). East-west 
arterials 

• 2100 North arterial 
• 1000 South arterial 
• 1500 or 1900 South arterial 

2100 North Freeway Alternative. Freeway 
from Salt Lake County west of Redwood 
Road to SR 73; freeway connection along 
2100 North connecting to I-15. 
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2.2 Description of Alternatives Carried Forward for 
Detailed Study 

In Salt Lake County, two roadway alternatives were evaluated in detail: the 5800 
West Freeway Alternative and the 7200 West Freeway Alternative. Both of these 
roadway alternatives include the 5600 West Transit Alternative. In addition, the 
5600 West Transit Alternative includes a dedicated right-of-way option and a 
mixed-traffic option. 

In Utah County, three final roadway alternatives are under consideration: the 
Southern Freeway Alternative, the 2100 North Freeway Alternative, and the 
Arterials Alternative. In addition, a tolling option was evaluated for each of the 
Salt Lake County and Utah County roadway alternatives. 

2.2.1 No-Action Alternative 

NEPA requires an analysis of the No-Action Alternative. This alternative serves 
as a baseline so that decision-makers can compare the environmental effects of 
the action alternatives. An analysis of the No-Action Alternative used for the 
MVC project is described in Technical Memorandum 2, EIS No-Build (No-
Action) Alternative (MVC Management Team 2004c). 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the MVC roadway and transit components 
would not be built. However, the projects identified in the WFRC and MAG 
long-range plans would likely continue to be implemented. The projects in the 
long-range plans are used in the regional travel demand model to determine 
future transportation needs. These transportation needs are based on projected 
and planned socioeconomic growth and land-use growth within a region by 2030; 
this projected and planned growth provides future baseline conditions. Therefore 
the No-Action Alternative for the MVC project includes projects, socioeconomic 
projections, and land-use projections identified in the 2003 WFRC and 2005 
MAG long-range plans except as noted below: 

• In the Salt Lake County portion of the study area, the No-Action 
conditions assume the same demographics (population and employment) 
as the WFRC long-range plan and all of the roadway and transit 
improvements in the plan except for a six-lane, north-south freeway 
recommended in the 5600 West area. 

• In the Utah County portion of the study area, the No-Action conditions 
assume the same demographics as the MAG long-range plan and all of 
the roadway and transit improvements in the plan except for the east-
west arterials of Porter Rockwell Boulevard (Bluffdale), 2100 North 
(Lehi), and 1900 South (Saratoga Springs, Lehi, and American Fork). 
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The 2100 North and 1900 South east-west arterials were considered in 
the North Valley Connectors Study (MAG 2002) (see Section 1.5.5, 
Corridor Planning Studies). 

Figure 1-2 through Figure 1-5, Future (2030) No-Action Transportation Network, 
show planned expansion of the roadway and transit networks in the MVC study 
area as identified in the WFRC and MAG long-range plans. 

The background land-use and transit assumptions described above for the No-
Action Alternative are different from those used for the action alternatives, which 
use the land-use and 5600 West transit assumptions from the Growth Choices 
Vision Scenario. The Growth Choices land uses were modified from those in the 
WFRC and MAG long-range plans in order to facilitate the action alternatives’ 
use of transit by having more transit-oriented developments along 5600 West. 

In early 2007, after the EIS process was initiated, UDOT announced that it would 
evaluate 1000 South in Lehi (Utah County) as an independent project from the 
MVC. An alignment on 1000 South was initially part of the Arterials Alternative, 
but now that it is an independent project, it is part of the No-Action Alternative. 
Provided below are some key projects in Salt Lake and Utah Counties in the 
MVC study area that are part of the No-Action Alternative: 

• Salt Lake County 

o Widen 5600 West. 
o Widen Redwood Road. 
o Widen SR 111. 
o Widen 3500 South. 
o Widen 4700 South. 
o Widen and construct a new alignment on 7800 South. 
o Widen Old Bingham Highway. 
o Widen 9000 South. 
o Widen and construct a new alignment on 11400 South. 
o Widen and construct a new alignment on 12600 South. 

• Utah County 

o Widen I-15. 
o Widen Redwood Road. 
o Widen SR 73. 
o Construct a new roadway on 1000 South. 
o Construct a new roadway on Pony Express Road. 
o Widen Geneva Road. 
o Construct a new north-south roadway west of I-15 in Orem, 

Vineyard, Lindon, and American Fork.  
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2.2.2 Salt Lake County Alternatives 

The Salt Lake County alternatives consist of two freeway alternatives and a 
transit alternative which would be implemented as part of the roadway 
alternatives. For both of the Salt Lake County freeway alternatives (5800 West 
Freeway Alternative and 7200 West Freeway Alternative), the freeway 
configuration would be the same from 5400 South to the Utah County line. The 
transit and trail components are also the same for both of these alternatives. 
Appendix A, Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of the 
proposed alignments. 

Each roadway alternative in Salt Lake County can be matched with any 
alternative in Utah County to provide a complete MVC transportation solution. 
All of the action alternatives use the land-use and 5600 West transit assumptions 
from the Growth Choices Vision Scenario as the basis for the alternative. For 
analysis purposes, a preliminary cost estimate for the Salt Lake County 
alternatives was developed and is shown in Table 2.2-1. 

Table 2.2-1. Preliminary MVC Cost Estimate (in 2004 and 2010 Dollars) – 
Salt Lake County Alternatives 

5600 West Transit Alternative 

Cost Element 
Dedicated Right-
of-Way Optiona 

Mixed-Traffic 
Optiona  

5800 West 
Freeway 

Alternative 

7200 West 
Freeway 

Alternative 

2004 total costb $595,000,000d  $491,000,000d $1,134,000,000 $1,065,000,000 
2010 total costb,c $860,000,000d $710,000,000d $1,638,000,000 $1,538,000,000 
a The Dedicated Right-of-Way Option assumes a light-rail system and the Mixed-Traffic Option assumes a 

streetcar system. 
b Costs include utility relocation and proposed trail. 
c Assumes inflation rates of 9% (2004), 8% (2005), 5% (2006), 7% (2007), 5% (2008), and 4% (2009). 
d  Transit construction costs include construction, right-of-way, and transit vehicles. 

2.2.2.1 5600 West Transit Alternative 

The 5600 West Transit Alternative would be part of both of the Salt Lake County 
roadway alternatives. The 5600 West Transit Alternative has two options: a 
Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option and a Mixed-Traffic Transit Option. 
This transit project is listed as a separate project in the WFRC long-range plan. 

Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option 

The Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option would consist of an area in the 
center of the roadway dedicated solely for the use of transit vehicles, with street 
traffic using general-purpose lanes on the outside of the roadway. Transit stations 
would be located in the roadway median. 
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Transit Alignment. Figure 2-6.1, Transit Alignment – Dedicated Right-of-Way 
Transit Option, shows the proposed 24-mile transit alignment, and Figure 2-6.2, 
Transit Typical Sections – Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option, show the 
cross-section of the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option. The proposed 
transit alignment begins at the future intersection of Herriman Parkway and 5600 
West. The alignment would operate within the future alignment for 5600 West to 
11800 South as shown in the WFRC long-range transportation plan (WFRC 
2003). The transit line turns east to follow 11800 South and crosses the proposed 
MVC alignment on a structure that would be shared with the vehicle traffic on 
11800 South. 

The transit line follows the main street of the planned Daybreak development. 
From this location northward to Old Bingham Highway, the transit for the MVC 
would operate within the same right-of-way as the Mid-Jordan light-rail transit 
line. The Mid-Jordan light-rail line is included in the WFRC long-range plan and 
is part of the MVC No-Action Alternative. An EIS is currently being prepared for 
the Mid-Jordan light-rail project, so the portion of the MVC line shared with that 
project is not analyzed in this EIS except for potential cumulative impacts from 
both projects. 

From Old Bingham Highway, the MVC transit alignment would run in the 
existing right-of-way for 5600 West from Old Bingham Highway to about 700 
South. Additional right-of-way would be required at station locations and where 
left-turn and right-turn lanes would be needed. 

The alignment leaves 5600 West at the existing railroad crossing north of 700 
South and crosses under I-80 at the existing railroad crossing. After crossing 
under I-80, the alignment turns east along Amelia Earhart Drive to its 
intersection with Wright Brothers Drive. From here, the transitway follows I-80 
and connects to the proposed light-rail line from Salt Lake City to the Salt Lake 
City International Airport. 

Station Locations and Park-and-Ride Lots. Table 2.2-2 below shows the 
proposed station locations based on the traditional spacing guidance discussed in 
Section 2.1.5.1, Transit Considerations. Park-and-ride lots would be provided at 
those stations with expected high demand and available vacant land. The number 
of parking spaces at each park-and-ride lot was based on the estimated number of 
boardings, which was developed using the regional travel demand model. 
Technical Memorandum 24, Park-and-Ride Lot Workshop and Recommendation 
Summary (MVC Management Team 2004d) explains how park-and-ride lots 
were developed. For all park-and-ride lots, appropriate water detention basins 
would be designed to detain stormwater runoff. To minimize the use of water, 
stations would be landscaped with native drought-tolerant vegetation. 
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Table 2.2-2. Proposed Station Locations and 2030 Daily Boardings for the 
5600 West Transit Alternative 

2030 Daily Boardings by Station  

Station Location 

Mixed-Traffic 
Transit Option 
(Mixed Traffic) 

Dedicated 
Right-of-Way 

Transit Option 
(Center-Running) 

Park-and-Ride 
Lots 

(Parking Spaces) 

Herriman Parkway & 5600 West 80 300 1,100b 
11400 South & 5200 West 90 530a Nonea,b 
10400 South & 5200 West 120 110a Nonea,b 
Old Bingham Highway & 5600 West 380 920a 250b,c 
9000 South & 5600 West 20 170 None 

New Bingham Highway & 5600 West 160 None None 
8200 South & 5600 West 20 None None 
7800 South & 5600 West 240 590 350 
7000 South & 5600 West 20 None None 
6600 South & 5600 West 120 None None 

6200 South & 5600 West 90 360 180 
5400 South & 5600 West 260 480 320 
5200 South & 5600 West 70 None None 
4700 South & 5600 West 150 340 None 
4100 South & 5600 West 150 None None 

3500 South & 5600 West 320 870 400 
3100 South & 5600 West 200 None None 
2700 South & 5600 West 150 None 50 
2100 South & 5600 West 20 70 None 
California Avenue & 5600 West 160 190 None 

700 South & 5600 West  80 None None 
Salt Lake City Development Area 60 80 None 
Amelia Earhart Drive & 5600 West 70 80 None 
Amelia Earhart Drive & Wright Brothers Drive 210 290 None 
Salt Lake City International Airport 420 1,430 None 

Total Station Boardingsd 3,669 6,810  

Total Station Stops 25 16  
a To be constructed as part of the Mid-Jordan light-rail line. 
b Shared with riders from the Mid-Jordan light-rail line. 
c In addition to parking spaces provided as part of the Mid-Jordan light-rail line. 
d Boardings assume implementation of the Growth Choices Vision Scenario land use by the local municipalities (see 

Chapter 3, Growth Choices).  
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Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 

The Mixed-Traffic Transit Option would consist of transit vehicles sharing the 
outside lanes of 5600 West with street traffic in each direction of travel. At 
station locations, transit vehicles would exit the shared lane to the right, then 
merge back into the shared lane after leaving the station. Figure 2-7.1, Transit 
Alignment – Mixed-Traffic Transit Option, shows the proposed 24-mile Mixed-
Traffic Transit Option alignment along with station locations. Figure 2-7.2, 
Transit Typical Sections – Mixed-Traffic Transit Option, shows the cross-section 
of the Mixed-Traffic Transit Option. 

The alignment for this option would be the same as that for the Dedicated Right-
of-Way Transit Option except that the mixed-traffic option would have more 
station locations (25 stations) and the transit would be mixed with traffic 
operating within the right vehicle travel lane along 5600 West in both directions. 
Table 2.2-2 above, Proposed Station Locations and 2030 Daily Boardings for the 
5600 West Transit Alternative, shows the proposed station locations based on the 
traditional spacing guidance discussed in Section 2.1.5.1, Transit Considerations. 

2.2.2.2 5800 West Freeway Alternative 

One of the two freeway alternatives in Salt Lake County is the 5800 West 
Freeway Alternative. The 5800 West freeway would begin with a collector-
distributor system and a freeway-to-freeway interchange at I-80 and would 
consist of a freeway for the entire length of the alternative in Salt Lake County. 
This alternative would also include the 5600 West Transit Alternative. 

Figure 2-8.1, 5800 West Freeway Alternative – Salt Lake County, through Figure 
2-8.3, Freeway Typical Sections for Salt Lake County – Eight-Lane Freeway, 
show the alignment of the 5800 West Freeway Alternative along with the 
proposed transitway and the proposed freeway cross-sections. Appendix A, 
Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of the proposed freeway 
alternative alignment. 

Alternative Lane Configuration 

The 5800 West Freeway Alternative would have varying lane configurations at 
different locations based on the expected travel demand. Table 2.2-3 below and 
Figure 2-8.1 show the lane configuration for the 5800 West Freeway Alternative. 
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Table 2.2-3. Salt Lake County Lane Configuration – 
5800 West Freeway Alternative 

Lanes in Each Direction 

Freeway Segment 
General-
Purpose HOV 

Total 
Lanesa 

I-80 to SR 201 2 1 6 
SR 201 to 13400 South 3 1 8 
13400 South to Utah 
County line 

3 0 6 

a Auxiliary lanes would be required at certain locations to allow traffic to 
merge on and off the freeway. Between 2700 South and 5400 South, 
an additional general-purpose lane would be required in the south 
direction for a total of nine lanes plus auxiliary lanes. A detailed 
analysis of the auxiliary lanes is provided in Technical Memorandum 
19, Roadway Level of Service Goals and Designation (MVC 
Management Team 2004b). 

Freeway Elevation 

Under this alternative, the freeway would be depressed (below grade) or above 
ground depending on the location. Figure 2-8.4, Above-Grade and Below-Grade 
Freeway Examples, shows a typical depressed and above-ground freeway 
segment. The 5800 West freeway is expected to be constructed above ground 
except from 4700 South in West Valley City to 7800 South in West Jordan and 
from 10500 South in South Jordan to 14200 South in Bluffdale, where it would 
be depressed. Figure 2-8.5, 5800 West Freeway Alternative – Depressed and 
Elevated Sections, provides the location of the depressed sections for this 
alternative. 

Structures and Cross-Street Configurations 

This alternative would cross numerous streets in Salt Lake County and would 
require various cross-street configurations: interchanges, overpasses, 
underpasses, and cul-de-sacs. Table 2.2-4 below provides an overview of the 
cross-street configurations for the 5800 West Freeway Alternative. Interchanges 
on the freeway would be either a single-point urban interchange (SPUI) or a 
diamond interchange. An example of a SPUI is along I-15 at the 3300 South exit 
in Salt Lake City, and an example of a diamond interchange is at 800 North in 
Orem. 
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Table 2.2-4. Salt Lake County Cross Streets – 5800 West Freeway Alternative 

MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street Road Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 
Cross Street 

Over 
Cross Street 

Under 
Cul-de-

Sac 

North Temple Street Salt Lake City    X 
I-80 Salt Lake City Freeway to 

freeway 
 X  

700 South Salt Lake City   X  
California Avenue/1300 South Salt Lake City Diamond  X  
2100 South (north frontage road) Salt Lake City/West 

Valley City Line 
  Xc  

SR 201 Salt Lake City/West 
Valley City Line 

Freeway to 
freeway 

 X  

2100 South (south frontage road) West Valley City   Xd  
Parkway Boulevard/2700 South West Valley City Partial 

diamond 
 X  

Brud Drive/3100 South West Valley City   X  
3500 South West Valley City SPUI  X  
Darle Avenue West Valley City    X 
Cilma Drive West Valley City   X  
Dixie Drive West Valley City    X 

4100 South West Valley City Diamond  X  
4300 South West Valley City   X  
Cape Cod Drive West Valley City    X 
6000 West West Valley City    X 
4700 South West Valley City    Xe 

6400 West West Valley City  X   
5400 South West Valley City Diamond X   
6200 South West Valley City Diamond X   
7000 South West Jordan  X   
7400 South West Jordan  X   

7800 South West Jordan Diamond X   
8200 South West Jordan   X  
8600 South West Jordan   X  
9000 South West Jordan Diamond  X  
9400 South (Dannon Way) West Jordan   X  

9800 South (Wells Park Road) West Jordan   X  
Old Bingham Highway West Jordan   X  
10200 South West Jordan   X  
10600 South South Jordan   X  
11000 South South Jordan Diamond X   

11400 South South Jordan Diamond X   
12600 South Herriman/Riverton Diamond X   
11800 South Herriman  Xf   
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MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street Road Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 
Cross Street 

Over 
Cross Street 

Under 
Cul-de-

Sac 
12800 South Riverton    X 
13000 South Riverton  X   

13400 South Riverton Diamond X   
13800 South Riverton  X   
14000 South Bluffdale  X   
14600 South Bluffdale Diamond  X  
a Indicates the jurisdiction where the road crosses the MVC alignment. 
b Interchange types are provided for reference, but might be modified during the final design phase of the project to take specific 

conditions into account. 
c The 2100 South north frontage road would be realigned to 1730 South. 
d The 2100 South frontage road on the south side of the MVC would be a cul-de-sac on the west side and would tie into 5600 

West on the east side. 
e 4700 South would be realigned. 
f 11800 South would be realigned and would cross the MVC on a structure to the south of the current alignment. 

Collector-Distributor System 

For this alternative, one collector-distributor system would be required at the 
connection of the alternative and I-80. Collector-distributor systems are required 
in freeway design when cross streets or freeway access points at interchanges are 
too close together (typically less than 1 mile). A collector-distributor system 
separates higher-speed freeway traffic from the “side” traffic entering and exiting 
the freeway. This separation eliminates unsafe merging while still allowing 
traffic to access the closely spaced cross streets or interchanges. With the 
collector-distributor system, freeway traffic would operate at 65 mph and the side 
traffic would operate at 50 mph, and the side traffic would not merge with the 
main freeway traffic except at the four freeway access points. 

The collector-distributor system would be required at the connection of the 5800 
West Freeway Alternative and I-80 because of the close proximity of the existing 
diamond interchange at 5600 West. Figure 2-8.6, 5800 West Freeway Alternative 
– Collector-Distributor System, shows the collector-distributor system at I-80. 

Utility Relocations 

This alternative would encroach on an existing utility corridor from just south of 
California Avenue to 4700 South, from 7800 South to New Bingham Highway, 
and at about 11000 South. The utility corridor contains two underground high-
pressure gas lines and two overhead high-power electrical lines. These utilities 
would have to be relocated outside the MVC right-of-way along the freeway. The 
relocation of these lines has been included in the MVC right-of-way 
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requirements considered in this EIS. However, the actual relocation of these 
utilities could be revised during the final design phase of the project. 

Trail 

Three separate trail segments have been identified as feasible trail locations in 
Salt Lake County and have been developed to connect to other proposed or 
existing trails. These locations are shown in Figure 2-8.7, 5800 West and 7200 
West Salt Lake County Alternatives – Trail Locations. The MVC trail locations 
identified in Salt Lake County would be part of all action alternatives in Salt 
Lake County. Where the MVC trail crosses major arterials, the continuity of the 
trail would be provided at the nearest signalized intersection or by a tunnel or 
structure under or over the arterial. The method by which each trail crosses each 
arterial would be decided during the final design phase of the project. 

The underpass and overpass structures for the MVC would provide continuity for 
existing and planned east-west trails by routing them over or under the MVC 
freeway. 

The trail would require between 12 feet and 50 feet of right-of-way, but the 
actual width has not been determined. The actual right-of-way would be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis taking into account local conditions and the 
trail master plan during the final design. For analysis purposes, the right-of-way 
for the trail was designed to take into account specific conditions and varied from 
12 feet and 50 feet. No other design parameters are considered in this EIS. 
Specific design parameters would be determined at a later date as a part of the 
project’s final design. The final design would address the following parameters: 

• Cross-section of the trail, including final width and accommodation of 
uses (pedestrians, bicycles, and/or horses) 

• How the trail would cross at interchange locations, including whether 
crossings are grade separated or at-grade 

• Associated landscaping or trail treatments 

Congestion Management 

Several congestion-management strategies are included as part of the 5800 West 
Freeway Alternative. These strategies include high-occupancy vehicle (HOV, or 
carpool) lanes, ramp metering, and Intelligent Transportation Systems and 
incident management. 
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HOV Lanes. If the MVC project is not tolled, an HOV lane would be provided in 
each direction in certain freeway segments (see Figure 2-8.1, 5800 West Freeway 
Alternative – Salt Lake County). Locations where vehicles could enter or leave 
the HOV lane would be provided at frequent intervals because of the prevalence 
of short trips in the corridor, the numerous on and off ramps, and the mixed 
residential and employment land uses along the corridor. Initially, HOV lanes 
would be defined as lanes that allow vehicles with two or more people. This 
definition could be changed later. For details, see Technical Memorandum TM-
20, Application of HOV Lanes to Freeway Alternatives (MVC Management 
Team 2004e). 

Ramp Metering. Ramp-control systems regulate the flow of vehicles onto a 
freeway to maintain the operation of the freeway at an acceptable level of 
service. The ramp design would accommodate ramp metering if UDOT decides 
to implement it in the future. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems and Incident Management. Intelligent 
Transportation Systems include integrated surveillance, monitoring, and 
communications technologies that are designed to manage the flow of traffic in a 
freeway corridor so that maximum use of the freeway can be achieved. Such 
systems can be used to create incident-management strategies, which are 
designed to mitigate congestion caused by traffic accidents, disabled vehicles, 
roadway maintenance, or other situations. For the 5800 West Freeway 
Alternative, an incident detection and management system would be operated 
after the MVC is constructed. The specific elements of this system would be 
determined during future studies. As on existing freeways such as I-15, I-215, 
and I-80, the system would most likely include methods such as: 

• Use of the UDOT Traffic Operations Center to receive information from 
the various incident-detection systems, dispense information, and 
coordinate the incident-response teams 

• Variable message signs to alert motorists of traffic or roadway conditions 
and to provide detour instructions and other information 

• Highway advisories consisting of recorded messages broadcast over a 
designated radio frequency 

• Cameras at selected locations to observe traffic conditions 

2.2.2.3 7200 West Freeway Alternative 

The second of the two freeway alternatives in Salt Lake County is the 7200 West 
Freeway Alternative. This alternative begins with a freeway-to-freeway 
interchange with I-80 at 7200 West and runs along the existing 7200 West 

 ▼▼

2-68 
MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
 



CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES

▲▲
 

roadway to 4100 South, where the alignment heads slightly east to 5400 South. 
After 5400 South, the alignment would be the same as for the 5800 West 
Freeway Alternative. This alternative would also include the 5600 West Transit 
Alternative. 

Figure 2-9.1, 7200 West Freeway Alternative – Salt Lake County, through Figure 
2-9.3, Freeway Typical Sections for Salt Lake County – Eight-Lane Freeway, 
show the alignment of the 7200 West Freeway Alternative along with the 
proposed transitway and the proposed freeway cross-sections. Appendix A, 
Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of the proposed freeway 
alternative alignment. 

Alternative Lane Configuration 

Under this alternative, the freeway would have varying lane configurations based 
on the expected travel demand. Table 2.2-5 and Figure 2-9.1 show the lane 
configuration for the 7200 West Freeway Alternative. 

Table 2.2-5. Salt Lake County Lane Configuration – 
7200 West Freeway Alternative 

Lanes in Each Direction 

Freeway Segment 
General-
Purpose HOV 

Total 
Lanesa 

I-80 to SR 201 2 1 6 
SR 201 to 13400 South 3 1 8 
13400 South to Utah 
County line 

3 0 6 

a  Auxiliary lanes would be required at certain locations to allow traffic to 
merge on and off the freeway. A detailed analysis of the auxiliary lanes 
is provided in Technical Memorandum 19, Roadway Level of Service 
Goals and Designation (MVC Management Team 2004b). 

Freeway Elevation 

The depressed and above-ground segments of the 7200 West Freeway 
Alternative would be the same as those for the 5800 West Freeway Alternative. 

Structures and Cross-Street Configurations 

This alternative would cross numerous streets in Salt Lake County and would 
require various cross-street configurations: interchanges, overpasses, 
underpasses, and cul-de-sacs. Table 2.2-6 below provides an overview of the 
cross-street configurations for the 7200 West Freeway Alternative. 
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Table 2.2-6. Salt Lake County Cross Streets – 7200 West Freeway Alternative 

MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street 
Road 

Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 
Cross Street 

Over 
Cross Street 

Under 
Cul-de-

Sac 

I-80 Salt Lake City Freeway to 
freeway 

 X  

700 South Salt Lake City   X  
California Avenue/1300 South Salt Lake City Diamond  X  
2100 South (north frontage road) Salt Lake City/West 

Valley City Line 
  X  

SR 201 West Valley City Freeway to 
freeway 

   

2100 South (south frontage road) Salt Lake City/West 
Valley City Line 

   Xd 

Southbound frontage road West Valley City   X  
Parkway Boulevard/2700 South West Valley City   Xc  
3100 South West Valley City   Xc  
Fairfield Drive West Valley City    Xe 
Tenway Drive West Valley City    Xe 

3500 South West Valley City Slip rampsc  Xc  
Jefferson Road/Cimarron Drive West Valley City    Xe 
Northbound Frontage Road West Valley City   X  
Majestic Way/3800 South West Valley City    Xe 
Copper Hill Drive West Valley City    X 

King Estate Drive West Valley City    X 
3980 South West Valley City    X 
4100 South West Valley City Partial 

diamond 
 X  

6400 West West Valley City   X  
5400 South West Valley City Diamond X   
6200 South West Valley City Diamond X   
7000 South West Jordan  X   
7400 South West Jordan  X   

7800 South West Jordan Diamond X   
8200 South West Jordan  X   
8600 South West Jordan   X  
9000 South West Jordan Diamond  X  
9400 South (Dannon Way) West Jordan   X  

9800 South (Wells Park Road) West Jordan   X  
Old Bingham Highway West Jordan   X  
10200 South West Jordan   X  
10600 South South Jordan   X  
11000 South South Jordan Diamond X   
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MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street 
Road 

Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 
Cross Street 

Over 
Cross Street 

Under 
Cul-de-

Sac 
11400 South South Jordan Diamond X   
11800 South Herriman  Xf   
12600 South Herriman/Riverton Diamond X   
12800 South Riverton    X 
13000 South Riverton  X   

13400 South Riverton Diamond X   
13800 South Riverton  X   
14000 South Bluffdale  X   
14600 South Bluffdale Diamond  X  
a Indicates the jurisdiction where the road crosses the MVC alignment. Information on other nearby jurisdictions is included in the 

table if they are within 2 miles of the cross street listed. 
b Interchange types are provided for reference, but might be modified during the final design phase of the project to take specific 

conditions into account. 
c A freeway on/off ramp would be used to connect the freeway to a parallel roadway such as a frontage road. On and off ramps 

are typically used to connect to one-way roads such as the proposed 7200 West frontage road. 
d The 2100 South frontage road would be aligned to 7200 West. 
e The roads would not be a cul-de-sac but would tie into a frontage road system to allow access. 
f  1800 South would be realigned and would cross the MVC on a structure to the south of the current alignment. 

Frontage Roads 

Under this alternative, a frontage road system would replace the existing 7200 
West roadway from SR 201 to 4100 South. Because the MVC freeway alignment 
would be placed on 7200 West, the frontage road is needed to maintain local 
residential and business access along 7200 West through West Valley City. The 
frontage road would require 60.5 feet of right-of-way on each side of the 
freeway. The posted speed on the frontage road would be 35 mph. Figure 2-9.4, 
7200 West Freeway Alternative – Frontage Road System, shows the proposed 
frontage road system along 7200 West. 

Trail 

The trail for this alternative would be the same as that for the 5800 West Freeway 
Alternative. 

Congestion Management 

Congestion management for this alternative would be the same as that for the 
5800 West Freeway Alternative. The potential locations of HOV lanes are shown 
in Figure 2-9.1, 7200 West Freeway Alternative – Salt Lake County). 
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2.2.3 Utah County Alternatives 

Three roadway alternatives are being considered in Utah County: two freeway 
alternatives and an arterials alternative. Appendix A, Roadway Plans, provides 
detailed engineering drawings of the proposed alignments. The MVC trail would 
connect to the existing Jordan River trail near the Salt Lake County–Utah County 
line and would also be placed along the MVC from the county line down to 
SR 73 in Saratoga Springs. To minimize wetland impacts near Utah Lake, no 
other trail facility is planned. 

Each roadway alternative in Utah County can be matched with any roadway 
alternative in Salt Lake County to provide a complete MVC transportation 
solution. All of the action alternatives use the land-use assumptions from the 
Growth Choices Vision Scenario as the basis for the alternative. For analysis 
purposes, a preliminary cost estimate for the Utah County alternatives was 
developed and is shown in Table 2.2-7. 

Table 2.2-7. Preliminary MVC Cost Estimate (in 2004 and 
2010 Dollars) – Utah County Alternatives 

Cost Element 

Southern 
Freeway 

Alternative 

2100 North 
Freeway 

Alternative 
Arterials 

Alternative 

2004 total costa $543,000,000 $422,000,000 $500,000,000 
2010 total costa,b $784,000,000 $609,000,000 $722,000,000 
a Costs include utility relocation and proposed trail. 
b Assumes inflation rates of 9% (2004), 8% (2005), 5% (2006), 7% (2007), 

5% (2008), and 4% (2009). 

2.2.3.1 Southern Freeway Alternative 

This alternative consists of a freeway from the Utah County line that extends 
south toward Utah Lake and then heads east. The eastern leg would roughly 
follow 1900 South in Lehi and then continue east, north of Utah Lake, to join 
I-15 at the existing Pleasant Grove/Lindon interchange. 

Figure 2-10.1, Southern Freeway Alternative, shows the proposed alignment of 
the Southern Freeway Alternative and the cross-section of the proposed freeway. 
Appendix A, Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of the 
proposed alternative alignment. 
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Alternative Lane Configuration 

Table 2.2-8 and Figure 2-10.1 show the lane configuration for the Southern 
Freeway Alternative. 

Table 2.2-8. Utah County Lane Configuration – 
Southern Freeway Alternative 

 Lanes in Each Direction  

Roadway Segment 
General-
Purpose HOV 

Total 
Lanesa 

Southern Freeway Lane Configuration 

Utah County line to 
Pleasant Grove 
interchange 

3 0 6 

a Auxiliary lanes would be required at certain locations to allow 
traffic to merge on and off the freeway. A detailed analysis of the 
auxiliary lanes is provided in Technical Memorandum 19, Roadway 
Level of Service Goals and Designation (MVC Management Team 
2004b). 

Freeway Elevation 

Under this alternative, the freeway would be depressed (below grade) or above 
ground depending on the location. The freeway would be above ground except 
from the southern boundary of Camp Williams to SR 73, where it would be 
depressed (see Figure 2-10.2, Southern Freeway Alternative – Depressed and 
Elevated Sections). 

Structures and Cross-Street Configurations 

This alternative would cross numerous streets in Utah County and would require 
various cross-street configurations: interchanges, overpasses, underpasses, at-
grade signalized intersections, and cul-de-sacs. Table 2.2-9 below provides an 
overview of the cross-street configurations for the Southern Freeway Alternative. 

Trail 

The trail for this alternative would extend from the Utah County line south to 
SR 73 (see Figure 2-10.3, Southern Freeway Alternative – Trail Locations). 

Congestion Management 

Congestion management for this alternative would be the same as for the 5800 
West Freeway Alternative. See Figure 2-10.1, Southern Freeway Alternative, for 
the location of potential HOV lanes. 
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Table 2.2-9. Utah County Cross Streets – Southern Freeway Alternative 

MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street 
Road 

Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 

Cross 
Street 
Over 

Cross 
Street 
Under 

Cul-de-
Sac 

At-Grade 
Intersection 

Porter Rockwell Blvd. Bluffdale Diamond  X   

Local access road Bluffdale   X   

2100 North Saratoga Springs Diamond X    

SR 73 Saratoga Springs Diamond  X   

11600 West Saratoga Springs    X  

SR 68 Saratoga Springs Diamond  X   

2300 West Lehi Diamond  X   

570 West American Fork Modified 
Diamond 

 X   

100 West American Fork   X   

100 East American Fork   X   

500 East American Fork   X   

WTP Drive American Fork   X   

4850 West American Fork/ 
Lindon 

  X   

4640 West Lindon   X   

1300 West Lindon/Pleasant 
Grove 

  X   

I-15 Pleasant Grove Freeway to 
freeway 

 X   

a Indicates the jurisdiction where the road crosses the MVC alignment. Information on other nearby jurisdictions is included in the 
table if they are within 2 miles of the cross street listed. 

b Interchange types are provided for reference, but might be modified during the final design phase of the project to take specific 
conditions into account. 

Park-and-Pool Lots 

Park-and-pool lots are typically smaller than park-and-ride lots and are intended 
exclusively for motorists to form carpools and vanpools. This type of lot is often 
developed as a joint-use facility (for example, shared with a church or shopping 
center) and can be a part of a development mitigation plan whereby a developer 
dedicates a number of spaces within a larger development for park-and-pool 
purposes. For this alternative, park-and-pool lots would be about 1 acre and 
would be placed at the following locations (see Figure 2-10.1, Southern Freeway 
Alternative): 

• 2100 North and MVC 
• SR 73 and MVC 
• 2300 West and MVC 
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2.2.3.2 2100 North Freeway Alternative 

This alternative consists of a freeway that extends from the Utah County line 
south to SR 73 in Lehi, plus a freeway connection on 2100 North to I-15 in Lehi. 
At the connection with the MVC roadway and SR 73, southbound lanes would 
connect with SR 73 at a signalized intersection, and SR 73 would connect with 
the northbound lanes of the MVC roadway using either a direct-access ramp with 
a bridge over SR 73 (westbound SR 73 to northbound MVC) or a signal 
(eastbound SR 73 to northbound MVC). The connection at I-15 on the 2100 
North segment would provide both a local-access interchange and a direct 
freeway-to-freeway interchange (MVC to I-15). 

Figure 2-11.1, 2100 North Freeway Alternative, shows the proposed alignment of 
the 2100 North Freeway Alternative and the cross-section of the proposed 
freeway. Appendix A, Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of 
the proposed alternative alignment. 

Alternative Lane Configuration 

Under this alternative, the freeway would have varying lane configurations based 
on the expected travel demand. Table 2.2-10 and Figure 2-11.1 show the lane 
configuration for the 2100 North Freeway Alternative. 

Table 2.2-10. Utah County Lane Configuration – 
2100 North Freeway Alternative 

Lanes in Each Direction 

Freeway Segment 
General-
Purpose  HOV 

Total 
Lanesa 

Utah County line to 
SR 73 (1000 South) 

3 0 6 

2100 North Freeway 
MVC to I-15 3 0 6 

a Auxiliary lanes would be required at certain locations to allow traffic 
to merge on and off the freeway. A detailed analysis of the auxiliary 
lanes is provided in Technical Memorandum 19, Roadway Level of 
Service Goals and Designation (MVC Management Team 2004b).  

Freeway Elevation 

Under this alternative, the freeway elevation would be depressed (below grade) 
from 2100 North to SR 73 and on 2100 North from the Jordan River to just past 
the railroad tracks west of I-15 (see Figure 2-11.2, 2100 North Freeway 
Alternative – Depressed and Elevated Sections). 
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Structures and Cross-Street Configurations 

This alternative would cross numerous streets in Utah County and would require 
various cross-street configurations: interchanges, overpasses, underpasses, at-
grade signalized intersections, and cul-de-sacs. Table 2.2-11 provides an 
overview of the cross-street configurations for the 2100 North Freeway 
Alternative. 

Table 2.2-11. Utah County Cross Streets – 2100 North Freeway Alternative 

MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street 
Road 

Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 

Cross 
Street 
Over 

Cross 
Street 
Under 

Cul-de-
Sac 

At-Grade 
Intersection 

MVC Freeway        

Porter Rockwell Blvd. Bluffdale Diamond  X   
Local access road Bluffdale   X   
2100 North Saratoga Springs System X X   
SR 73 Lehi     X 

MVC 2100 North Freeway      

MVC Saratoga Springs System     
SR 68 (Redwood Road) Saratoga Springs Diamond  X   
2300 West Lehi Diamond Xc    
I-15 Lehi SPUI  X   
I-15 Lehi System X    
a Indicates the jurisdiction where the road crosses the MVC alignment. Information on other nearby jurisdictions is included 

in the table if they are within 2 miles of the cross street listed. 
b Interchange types are provided for reference, but might be modified during the final design phase of the project to take 

specific conditions into account. 
c The 2100 North freeway segment of the MVC would connect to 2300 West with a partial interchange due to the conflict 

with the frontage roads and the close proximity of I-15. 

Trail 

The trail for this alternative would be the same as that for the Southern Freeway 
Alternative. 

Congestion Management 

Congestion management for this alternative would be the same as that for the 
5800 West Freeway Alternative. See Figure 2-11.1, 2100 North Freeway 
Alternative, for the location of potential HOV lanes. 
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Park-and-Pool Lots 

The park-and-pool lots for this alternative would be at MVC and 2100 North and 
at MVC and SR 73 (see Figure 2-11.1, 2100 North Freeway Alternative). 

2.2.3.3 Arterials Alternative 

This alternative consists of a freeway from the Utah County line that extends 
south to SR 73 in Lehi and connects with SR 73, plus three arterials: Porter 
Rockwell Boulevard, 2100 North, and 1900 South. At the connection with the 
MVC and SR 73, southbound lanes would connect with SR 73 at a signalized 
intersection, and SR 73 would connect with the northbound lanes of the MVC 
using either a direct-access ramp with a bridge over SR 73 (westbound SR 73 to 
northbound MVC) or a signal (eastbound SR 73 to northbound MVC). The 1900 
South arterial would follow the east-west section of the Southern Freeway 
Alternative and would connect to the existing Pleasant Grove/Lindon interchange 
at I-15. The Porter Rockwell arterial would connect to I-15 at the existing 14600 
South interchange just west of Redwood Road. The 2100 North arterial would 
follow the same alignment as the 2100 North Freeway Alternative alignment and 
would connect the MVC to I-15 at 2100 North/1200 West in Lehi. 

Figure 2-12.1, Arterials Alternative, shows the Arterials Alternative. Appendix 
A, Roadway Plans, provides detailed engineering drawings of the proposed 
alternative alignment. 

Alternative Lane Configuration 

Under this alternative, the arterials and freeway would both have varying lane 
configurations based on the travel demand. Figure 2-12.1, Arterials Alternative, 
and Table 2.2-12 below show the lane configuration for the Arterials Alternative. 
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Table 2.2-12. Utah County Lane Configuration – 
Arterials Alternative 

Lanes in Each Direction 

Roadway Segment 
General-
Purpose  HOV 

Total 
Lanesa 

MVC Freeway Lane Configuration 

Utah County line to 
SR 73 (1000 South) 

3 0 6 

Roadway Segment 

Lanes in 
Each 

Direction 

Center 
Turn 

Lanesb 
Total 
Lanes 

Arterials Lane Configuration 

Porter Rockwell Blvd. 3 1 7 

2100 North (MVC to 
I-15) 

3 1 7 

1900 South (Redwood 
Road to I-15) 

3 1 7 

a Auxiliary lanes would be required at certain locations to allow traffic 
to merge on and off the freeway. A detailed analysis of the auxiliary 
lanes is provided in Technical Memorandum 19, Roadway Level of 
Service Goals and Designation (MVC Management Team 2004b). 

b The center median would be landscaped except at cross streets and 
some commercial centers where left-turn lanes would be provided.  

Freeway Elevation 

Under this alternative, the freeway elevation would be depressed (below grade) 
from 2100 North to SR 73 (see Figure 2-12.2, Arterials Alternative – Depressed 
and Elevated Sections). 

Structures and Cross-Street Configurations 

This alternative would cross numerous streets in Utah County and would require 
various cross-street configurations: interchanges, overpasses, underpasses, at-
grade signalized intersections, and cul-de-sacs. Table 2.2-13 below provides an 
overview of the cross-street configurations for the Arterials Alternative. The 
connection of Porter Rockwell Boulevard at 14600 South and I-15 would consist 
of a flyover from westbound Porter Rockwell Boulevard to northbound I-15. 
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Table 2.2-13. Utah County Cross Streets – Arterials Alternative 

MVC Cross-Street Treatment 

Cross Street 
Road 

Jurisdictiona Interchangeb 
MVC 

Under 
MVC 
Over 

Cul-de-
Sac 

At-Grade 
Intersection 

MVC Freeway        

Porter Rockwell 
Boulevard 

Bluffdale Freeway to 
freeway 

    

South of Porter Rockwell 
Boulevard 

Bluffdale   X   

2100 North Saratoga Springs Diamond     

Porter Rockwell Boulevard 

MVC Bluffdale Freeway to 
freeway 

 X   

SR 68 (Redwood Road) Bluffdale     X 
1000 West Bluffdale     X 
Pony Express Road Bluffdale     X 
I-15 Bluffdale Interchange 

with 
directional 

ramps 

    

2100 North        

MVC Saratoga Springs Diamond     
SR 68 (Redwood Road) Saratoga Springs     X 
10400 West Utah County     X 
2300 West Lehi     X 
I-15 Lehi SPUI X    

1900 South        

SR 68 (Redwood Road) Saratoga Springs     X 
2300 West Lehi     X 
1700 West Lehi     X 
1100 West Lehi     X 
500 West Lehi     X 
Center Street Lehi     X 

570 West American Fork     X 
100 West American Fork     X 
100 East American Fork     X 
500 East American Fork     X 
4850 South Utah County     X 
a Indicates the jurisdiction where the road crosses the MVC alignment. Information on other nearby jurisdictions is included in 

the table if they are within 2 miles of the cross street listed. 
b Interchange types are provided for reference, but might be modified during the final design phase of the project to take 

specific conditions into account. 
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Trail 

The trail for this alternative would be the same as that for the Southern Freeway 
Alternative. 

Congestion Management 

Congestion management for this alternative would be the same as that for the 
5800 West Freeway Alternative. See Figure 2-12.1, Arterials Alternative, for the 
location of potential HOV lanes. 

Park-and-Pool Lots 

The park-and-pool lots for this alternative would be the same as those for the 
2100 North Freeway Alternative (see Figure 2-12.1, Arterials Alternative). 

2.2.4 Design Options for the MVC Alternatives 

After the Salt Lake County and Utah County alternatives were developed, 
potential options to the design of the alternatives were evaluated in coordination 
with cities, land owners, utility companies, and FHWA. The design options 
mostly involve minor shifts to the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIS. 
Table 2.2-14 below provides an overview of these design options. 

The design options presented in Table 2.2-14 have not yet been incorporated into 
the alternatives discussed in this Draft EIS. Decisions on whether to incorporate 
these options will be made after the comment period on the Draft EIS. If any 
design options are incorporated, the environmental impacts and cost estimates for 
the alternatives will be updated accordingly in the Final EIS. The options involve 
minor changes, so it is unlikely that any of the options would substantially 
change the analysis presented in this Draft EIS or affect the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative. (See Appendix A, Roadway Plans, for details of the design 
options.) 
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Table 2.2-14. Design Options for the MVC Alternatives 

Design Option Alternative 
Description of Alignment and 
Design Option 

Change in Impacts to 
MVC Alternative from 
Design Optiona 

Salt Lake County Alternatives 

13400 South 5800 West and 
7200 West 
Freeway 
Alternatives 

Alignment, including interchange at 13400 
South, would be shifted to the east to avoid 
affecting radio towers. 

Wetlands: No change 
Section 4(f): No change 
Cost: No change 

7800 South 5800 West and 
7200 West 
Freeway 
Alternatives 

Alignment would be shifted to the west to 
allow the City of West Jordan to place an 
access road on the west side of the existing 
power corridor. This would be necessary to 
allow access to the property. 

Wetlands: –0.4 acre 
Section 4(f): No change 
Cost: No change 

2700 South to 
3500 South 

5800 West 
Freeway 
Alternative 

Alignment would be shifted to the east to 
avoid impacts to a Questar Gas tap station, 
Kern River gas lines, and Rocky Mountain 
Power high-voltage electrical lines. 

Wetlands: No change 
Section 4(f): +1 use 
Cost: –$8 million 

SR 201 frontage 
road 

5800 West 
Freeway 
Alternative 

Frontage road would be reconnected to allow 
better traffic circulation.  

Wetlands: +1.8 acres 
Section 4(f): No change 
Cost: +$5 million 

I-80 interchange  5800 West 
Freeway 
Alternative 

The interchange with I-80 would be changed 
to a trumpet interchange to reduce the length 
of the collector-distributor system and allow 
connectivity north of I-80. 

Wetlands: +0.4 acre 
Section 4(f): No change 
Cost: –$17 million 

Utah County Alternatives 

Connection to 
existing 
Lindon/Pleasant 
Grove 
interchange 

Southern 
Freeway 
Alternative 

Interchange connection would be modified to 
connect the existing Lindon/Pleasant Grove 
interchange to the MVC ramps at I-15. 

Wetlands: +0.1 acre 
Section 4(f): No change 
Cost: +25 million 

2100 North 
frontage roads  

2100 North 
Freeway 
Alternative 

One-way frontage roads on both sides of 
2100 North in Lehi would be expanded to 
SR 68 to better provide local-area access 
given the constraints of traditional 
interchange spacing and topography. The 
MVC north-south freeway would be shifted 
1,000 feet to the east at the 2100 North 
connection.  

Wetlands: +0.4 acre 
Section 4(f): –2 uses 
Cost: –$7 million 

2100 North SPUI Arterials 
Alternative 

Interchange with 2100 North and I-15 would 
be changed from a diamond interchange to a 
SPUI to match the type of interchange 
planned in the I-15 EIS and adopted in the 
Lehi City transportation master plan. 

Wetlands: No change 
Section 4(f): –2 uses 
Cost: +$14 million 

a The impacts noted for the design option are the changes from the MVC alternative.  
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2.2.5 Tolling Options for the MVC Alternatives 

This EIS analyzes tolling of the Salt Lake and Utah County roadway alternatives 
in order to address different options for funding the MVC. The tolling analysis 
included in this EIS was performed to disclose the expected impacts of tolling 
that would differ from the impacts of the non-tolled alternatives. 

Funding for non-tolled roads comes from taxes, and funding for tolled roads 
comes from the toll applied to the facility. Major future construction projects 
could require increases in taxes to pay for new non-tolled roads, whereas toll 
roads might not require tax increases. A tolled road would allow the State to 
build the MVC project sooner because bonds could be issued against the projec-
ted toll revenues in order to offset some or all of the initial capital construction 
cost of the project. Alternately, another method of financing such as private or 
federal funding could be used. The future stream of toll revenues would be used 
to pay back the bonds over a period of years (usually 30 to 40 years). 

The Utah state legislature passed Senate Bill 125 in the 2005 general session that 
allowed UDOT to toll roads under its jurisdiction. The final decision on whether 
to implement one of the MVC toll options would be made by the Utah 
Transportation Commission. 

All of the previously defined freeway portions of the Salt Lake and Utah County 
alternatives were analyzed as tolled facilities as shown in Table 2.2-15. 

Table 2.2-15. MVC Roadway Alternatives Analyzed as Tolled Option 

Roadway Alternative 
Portion of Alternative 
Analyzed as Tolled 

Portion of Alternative 
Not Analyzed as Tolled 

Salt Lake County Alternatives   

5800 West Freeway Alternative All  None 

7200 West Freeway Alternative All None 

Utah County Alternatives   

Southern Freeway Alternative All None 

2100 North Freeway Alternative All None 

Arterials Alternative Freeway from Salt Lake 
County–Utah County 
line south to SR 73 

Porter Rockwell 
Boulevard, 2100 North, 
1900 South (all arterial 
connectors) 
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2.2.5.1 Right-of-Way Considerations for the Tolling Options 

For the tolling analysis, it was assumed that the right-of-way required would be 
the same as that for the non-tolled alternatives. Table 2.2-16 below and Figure 
2-13.1, 5800 West Toll Road Alternative – Salt Lake County, through Figure 
2-17, Arterials Alternative with Toll Road – Utah County, provide an overview 
of the total number of lanes required for the tolling options in 2030. The number 
of lanes required under the tolling options is based on the cost of the toll, which 
is assumed to be 20¢ (cents) per mile during peak travel times (morning and 
evening commutes) and 10¢ per mile the rest of the time. Higher toll rates would 
require fewer lanes because fewer people would be willing to pay the toll, while 
lower toll rates would require more lanes because more people would be willing 
to pay the toll. The toll rates are based on year 2000 dollars since that is the year 
of the U.S. census to which the travel demand model is calibrated. 

Because the final toll structure has not been established, more lanes than those 
shown in Table 2.2-16 below could be required by 2030. The actual toll structure 
and number of lanes would not be established until the final design phase of the 
project. Therefore, the analysis in this EIS assumes that, for each alternative, the 
right-of-way needed for the tolled option is the same as the right-of-way needed 
for the non-tolled option. 

Another consideration for a tolled road is the ability to widen the road in the 
future to reduce congestion. If the tolled road is operated under a public/private 
partnership, the partners could sign a long-term contract, extending well beyond 
the 2030 planning horizon of this EIS, that allows the road to be widened in the 
future. If this condition is not in the contract, the toll road might not be 
considered financially feasible by private firms who would be willing to operate 
the facility. The right-of-way width used in this EIS allows a tolled MVC to be 
expanded in the future. If the right-of-way needed for future expansion is not 
acquired when the project is first built, this could limit the ability to add more 
lanes because the land around the road would likely be developed, and this would 
increase the financial and social impacts of acquiring the right-of-way in the future. 
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Table 2.2-16. Number of Lanes for Non-tolled and Tolled Options in 2030 

 Non-tolled Option Tolled Option 

Roadway 
Alternative Segment 

Number 
of Lanes Segment 

Number 
of Lanes 

Salt Lake County Alternatives  

I-80 to SR 201 6 I-80 to SR 201 4 

SR 201 to 13400 
South 

8 SR 201 to 11400 
South 

6 

5800 West Freeway 
Alternative 

13400 South to Utah 
County line 

6 11400 South to Utah 
County line 

4 

I-80 to SR 201 6 I-80 to SR 201 4 

SR 201 to 13400 
South 

8 SR 201 to 11400 
South 

6 

7200 West Freeway 
Alternative 

13400 South to Utah 
County line 

6 11400 South to Utah 
County line 

4 

Utah County Alternatives  

Southern Freeway 
Alternative 

Utah County line to 
I-15 

6 Utah County line to 
I-15 

4 

2100 North Freeway 
Alternative 

Utah County line to 
SR 73 

6 Utah County line to 
SR 73 

4 

 Utah County line to 
I-15 along 2100 North 

6 Utah County line to 
I-15 along 2100 
North 

4 

Arterials Alternative Utah County line to 
SR 73 

6 Utah County line to 
SR 73 

4 
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2.2.5.2 Financing of Toll Options 

It has not been determined how a tolled MVC would be financed. Possible 
methods of project financing include: 

• A traditional method, in which the State of Utah takes the responsibility 
and risk for the toll traffic and associated revenue. 

• A concession (or franchise) method, in which a private developer has a 
long-term concession contract with the State of Utah over a specific 
length of time (usually ranging from 35 to 99 years). With this contract, 
the developer takes the responsibility and risk for the toll traffic and 
associated revenue. 

• A combination of traditional and concession methods, in which the State 
of Utah and a private developer share the responsibility and risk for the 
toll traffic and associated revenue. 

This EIS does not include a recommendation regarding how the project should or 
would be financed. However, since drivers would pay a toll under any of these 
financing methods, the differences between the finance types would likely be 
unnoticeable to the driving public. Regardless of the project financing method, 
the toll could remain after the initial construction cost are paid. Future revenue 
from tolls could be used for maintaining and reconstructing the highway. 

2.2.5.3 Methods of Collecting Tolls 

If the tolling option is selected, the MVC would use electronic toll collection 
(ETC). ETC minimizes environmental impacts by eliminating the need for the 
additional area required for toll plazas. ETC is also more convenient for drivers 
than paying with cash, which would require drivers to stop at a toll plaza to pay 
the toll. Since cash collection would not be used for the MVC, the costs and 
impacts related to cash collection, such as additional pavement, right-of-way 
acquisition, and potential delays for drivers, would be avoided. 

The following two ETC methods could be used either together or separately to 
charge drivers for the use of the tolled road: 

• Transponder method 
• Video tolling method 

Either of these methods allows drivers to be charged for the use of the road while 
traveling at normal highway speeds. 
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Transponder Method 

With this method, drivers set up a prepaid debit account and then have a 
transponder mounted on or within their vehicle. Drivers using the tolled road 
pass under an overhead structure, called a gantry. The gantry uses an antenna that 
sends out a signal to communicate with the vehicle-mounted transponder. The 
customer’s account is then debited according to the current toll rate. Customers 
receive a monthly statement showing the details of all of transactions during that 
month (date, time, charge, and so on). This statement includes the current toll 
account balance and any deposits made to replenish the account. 

The toll account would not require a credit card or bank account. Customers 
could establish and maintain a toll account using any of the following methods: 

• Through a Web site for those with Internet access (using a credit card or 
debit card) 

• By telephone (using a credit card or debit card) 

• In person at various convenient locations (using cash, check, or a credit 
card) 

Customers who set up a toll account with a credit card could have their account 
balance replenished automatically. Once a certain amount of charges in the toll 
account is reached, the customer’s credit card would be charged a set fee in order 
to replenish the account. 

Several tolling agencies throughout the U.S. have implemented partnerships with 
frequently visited stores (such as grocery or drug stores) where people can 
establish toll accounts and pick up transponders. Typically, the cost of the 
transponder is borne by the person setting up the account. This cost is in the 
range of $10 to $30, depending on the type of technology used. It is not known at 
this time what transponder technology would be used for the MVC, nor has it 
been determined who would bear the cost of the transponder. See Figure 2-18, 
Toll Road Transponders and Entry Gantries – Examples, for typical transponders 
that are currently used on toll roads in the U.S. 

Video Tolling Method 

The video tolling method is used with most ETC systems and does not require 
the use of a transponder. Instead, a camera takes a photo of each vehicle’s license 
plate as the vehicle passes under the gantry. The license plate information is then 
electronically processed to determine if the vehicle has an established video toll 
account. If a video toll account has been established, the account is debited for 
the cost of the trip. A video toll account could be established prior to, or 
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immediately after, the toll road is used and could be arranged by phone, by 
Internet, or in person as with the transponder method. The toll rate for drivers 
who use this method would be slightly higher than for the transponder method 
because there are additional processing costs with a video toll-collection system. 

2.2.5.4 Locations for Collecting Tolling Fees 

Overhead gantries that read transponders and/or take photographs of vehicle 
license plates could be located in the following places: 

• Over the mainline lanes of traffic (an open system) 
• Over on and off ramps (a closed system) 
• In a combination of these two places 

In an open system, drivers are charged a fee at various locations along the toll 
road at a general rate that represents the average per-mile cost over the length of 
the toll road. For example, a set of overhead gantries might be located on the 
freeway mainline between 9000 South and 7800 South that charges vehicles 
$2.75, while the next set of gantries might be between 2700 South and SR 201 
that charges cars another $2.75. If a driver entered the toll road northbound at 
9000 South and exited at 7800 South (therefore passing under only the first set of 
gantries), the driver would pay the same charge as someone who traveled from 
9000 South to 3300 South, but if the driver exited at SR 201 (therefore passing 
under both sets of gantries), the driver would be charged $2.75 two times, or a 
total of $5.50. 

In a closed system, drivers are charged for the exact number of miles they travel 
on the toll road. The transponder is read, or the license plate is photographed, 
when a vehicle enters the toll road at an on ramp and then again when the vehicle 
exits the toll road at an off ramp. The toll collection system determines the toll 
charge by multiplying the number of miles traveled by the toll rate per mile. 

It is not known at this time whether an open or closed system would be used for 
the MVC, although both systems (and combinations of the two) are currently 
used throughout the U.S. and internationally. See Figure 2-18, Toll Road 
Transponders and Entry Gantries – Examples, for examples of these different 
types of overhead gantry structures. 
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2.2.5.5 Toll Rates 

If the tolling option is selected, toll rates would be established initially and could 
be revised in the future in order to achieve the following goals: 

• Generating revenue 

o Generate enough revenue to cover the operating and maintenance 
costs of the toll road 

o Make payments on debts incurred to cover the initial capital costs of 
the toll road 

o Make payments on debts incurred to cover the capital costs of 
constructing subsequent phases of the toll road, reconstructing the 
toll road, and making necessary improvements to maintain an 
acceptable level of service 

• Managing congestion 

o Manage traffic demand and congestion on the MVC 

This EIS does not include a recommendation regarding toll rates. However, 
assumptions about toll rates had to be made in order to conduct the analyses in 
this EIS. These assumptions were based on preliminary financial and travel 
forecasts. Specifically, for planning purposes, this EIS assumed a rate of 20¢ per 
mile during peak travel times (morning and evening commutes) and 10¢ per mile 
the rest of the time (expressed in 2005 dollars). 

Additionally, this EIS included a sensitivity analysis to determine whether the 
projected travel demand in 2030 would change if the toll rates were higher or 
lower (MVC Management Team 2007b). The following toll rates were used for 
the sensitivity analysis: 

• 30¢ per mile peak rate, 10¢ per mile off-peak rate (expressed in 2005 
dollars) 

• 10¢ per mile peak rate, 5¢ per mile off-peak rate (expressed in 2005 
dollars) 

The actual toll rates that are ultimately set for the MVC would likely be different 
from those studied. The toll rates would not be determined until the year before 
the MVC opens to traffic. After the MVC opens, toll rates could be revised 
periodically to meet funding requirements and/or to manage traffic volumes and 
congestion. 
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Use of Tolls To Generate Revenue 

Current traffic forecasts and traffic analysis indicate that, at least during the 
MVC’s initial years of operation, each of the toll rates studied for planning 
purposes would adequately manage travel demand and congestion on the MVC. 
Therefore, during the MVC’s initial years of operation, the toll rates would likely 
be based on the need to generate adequate revenue rather than the need to 
regulate travel demand. Note that, to generate adequate revenue, the rates 
selected for the MVC’s initial years of operation could be higher than the 
30¢-per-mile rate. 

Use of Toll Rates To Manage Congestion 

In the future, when travel demand on the MVC increases and congestion 
worsens, the toll rates could be adjusted to manage traffic flow, reduce 
congestion, and provide predictable travel times. The benefits of effectively 
managing congestion are: 

• Drivers would travel at relatively rapid and predictable speeds without 
the delays that might be encountered on non-tolled roads. 

• Traffic would experience less stop-and-go driving conditions. 

• The environmental and social impacts associated with congestion would 
be reduced. 

For planning purposes, this EIS assumed a rate of 20¢ per mile during peak 
periods and 10¢ per mile during off-peak periods. The EIS also examined the 
effects of higher and lower toll rates on expected traffic volumes. The toll rates 
required to effectively manage traffic to acceptable congestion levels could be 
different depending on different factors. Over time, increased travel demand on 
the MVC could require higher toll rates for specific times of day, types of 
vehicles, and/or levels of congestion. 

The sensitivity analysis to determine the effects of higher and lower toll rates 
showed that toll rates higher than 20¢ per mile could effectively manage 
congestion levels on the MVC without substantially increasing traffic volumes on 
other roads in the MVC study area. 

Variation in Toll Rates by Time of Day and Congestion Level 

Toll rates can be semi-static, with pre-established rates during the defined 
morning and afternoon peak commuting periods and non-peak periods, or 
dynamic, with rates that change more frequently—even within a single 
commuting period—in response to real-time, measured traffic volumes. In 
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general, dynamic pricing works best where there is a free alternate route 
immediately available to drivers, which lets drivers decide which route to take 
based on the observed toll rates and the levels of congestion on the two routes. 
Both semi-static and dynamic rate structures would be considered for the MVC, 
but it is not known which type of rate structure would be used. 

Variation in Toll Rates by Road Segment 

Toll rates can be set at a consistent rate along the entire toll road or can vary by 
location if higher traffic demand in particular segments requires higher toll rates 
to manage traffic. Variation in toll rates by road segment would be considered for 
the MVC when needed to manage congestion, but it is not known which 
segments would have different rates. 

Variation in Toll Rates by Collection Method and Payment Type 

Toll rates would likely vary by collection method and payment type. Vehicles 
with transponders could pay a base toll rate. The toll rate for drivers who use the 
video tolling method would be slightly higher because there are additional 
processing costs for a video toll-collection system. Drivers who do not have a 
transponder or a video toll account would be billed by mail, and they could be 
subject to administrative fees and higher charges as toll violators. 

Variation in Toll Rates by Vehicle Class 

Toll rates normally vary by vehicle class; for example, trucks typically pay more 
than automobiles. It is anticipated that all vehicles using the MVC would be 
charged a toll. The specific details of toll rates, policies, and practices for the 
MVC would be determined by UDOT. These details could include discounts for 
car pools and other high-occupancy vehicles and a waiver of toll charges for 
emergency vehicles that are responding to an emergency and school buses that 
are transporting students. 

Minimum and Maximum Toll Rates 

Use of minimum and maximum toll rates in combination with a per-mile rate 
structure would be considered. For example, a minimum toll rate of 50¢ or $1.00 
might apply even to very short trips, and a maximum toll rate could cap the toll at 
a specified amount, even for longer trips. Minimum and maximum toll rates help 
control the number of shorter and longer trips. This rate structure can be useful 
for managing congestion in specific locations where many short trips cause 
congestion. 
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2.2.5.6 Tolling Violations 

Toll violators would be detected by video equipment on the overhead gantry, 
which would record each driver’s license plate. Drivers who do not have a 
transponder or a video toll account would be billed by mail. After a grace period, 
typically 30 days from the time a video toll is reported, drivers who have not paid 
the toll would be considered toll violators and could be subject to administrative 
fees and higher charges. Strict penalties would be established and enforced for 
repeat violators who refuse to either use a transponder or set up a video toll 
account. These penalties could be high fines, impoundment of the driver’s 
vehicle, the inability to renew the vehicle registration with the Utah Division of 
Motor Vehicles, or a combination of these penalties. 

2.2.6 Implementation of the MVC Alternatives 

Because the funding for the MVC has not been determined, UDOT does not 
know at this time whether the MVC would be a tolled or non-tolled road. Once 
funding becomes available, the MVC would likely be constructed in phases 
depending on which segments would receive the most traffic volume and based 
on logical connection points with other roads. This phased construction could 
affect three components of the MVC: 

• Length of construction (or phasing) 
• Number of lanes 
• Interchange locations 

2.2.6.1 Length of Construction (or Phasing) 

The length of each roadway segment constructed would depend on available 
funding. UDOT would also determine the logical end points for each segment to 
be constructed. These end points would be at highways such as I-80 or SR 201 or 
major arterials such as 13400 South. After the first segment is constructed, 
subsequent segments would tie into the previous segments until the entire MVC 
is completed. 
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2.2.6.2 Number of Lanes 

Based on funding availability, UDOT might construct only the number of lanes 
necessary to meet initial traffic projections. In some areas, this could mean that a 
freeway segment might initially be constructed as an arterial. UDOT would 
construct additional lanes when traffic volumes increase and when funding 
becomes available. The MVC would be constructed so that the addition of more 
lanes would not require major reconstruction of the initial interchanges, bridges, 
and overpasses. 

2.2.6.3 Interchange Locations 

The following four criteria were used to develop the interchange locations in this 
EIS: 

• Need. Interchanges were located where a large amount of traffic would 
use the interchange. Generally, interchanges were located on a major 
cross street such as a principal arterial. 

• Geometry and Safety. Interchanges were located in areas with simple 
geometries that did not involve large bridges, locations on curves, or 
steep hills or slopes, all of which can reduce safety. 

• Cost. The cost of an interchange can vary greatly depending on the type 
of interchange and the complexity of the on and off ramps. 

• City Planning. Ideally, interchanges should be included in a city’s 
transportation master plan. In addition, the adjacent existing or planned 
zoning should be consistent with the type of development that occurs 
around freeway interchanges (commercial, industrial, or office uses). 

The interchange locations identified in this EIS could change after this study is 
completed. The initial funding for the project might not allow all of the 
interchanges identified in the EIS to be built as part of initial construction. 
Interchanges do not usually satisfy all four of the above criteria, so the process of 
refining the interchange locations would require coordination between UDOT, 
the cities, and other interested parties. However, any changes to the interchange 
locations identified in this EIS would be evaluated under separate environmental 
documentation. 
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2.3 Land Acquired to Date 
UDOT has purchased several parcels of land since the initiation of this EIS. 
These purchases were made in cases where (1) owners said that they couldn’t sell 
their property because of the proposed project, and this was causing them 
economic hardship, or (2) a property was about to be developed, which would 
increase the number of residential or business relocations due to the project. 

Salt Lake County has a local transportation corridor preservation fund that is 
financed by a $10 vehicle registration fee. In the 2007 general session of the Utah 
state legislature, House Bill 158 assigned 70% of that money to preserving land 
for the MVC. Using that revenue stream and some local sales tax revenue from 
Salt Lake County, the legislature authorized UDOT to issue bonds up to $100 
million for the purchase of right-of-way for the MVC. 

To reflect comparable and complete right-of-way costs and mitigation 
requirements, the estimated costs of each alternative include the costs of 
acquiring these parcels. The acquisitions have not influenced the selection of 
alternatives conducted under the NEPA process. Table 2.3-1 and Table 2.3-2 
below and Figure 2-19.1 through Figure 2-19.4, Land Acquired by UDOT, show 
the number of properties purchased by UDOT along each alternative in Salt Lake 
and Utah Counties. 
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Table 2.3-1. Land Acquired by UDOT for the Salt Lake County Alternatives 

Map 
Number Location 

Parcel 
Size 
(acres) Alternative 

1 5901 West 2100 South, Salt Lake City 15.22 5800 West Freeway 
2 5901 West 2100 South, West Valley City 16.67 5800 West Freeway 
3 2905 S. Burdock Dr., West Valley City 0.20 5800 West Freeway 
4 2915 S. Burdock Dr., West Valley City 0.20 5800 West Freeway 
5 5765 West 3500 South, West Valley City 0.37 5800 West Freeway 

6 5750 West 3531 South, West Valley City 0.22 5800 West Freeway 
7 5794 W. Darle Ave., West Valley City 0.25 5800 West Freeway 
8 5780 West 4358 South, West Valley City 0.16 5800 West Freeway 
9 5780 West 4364 South, West Valley City 0.25 5800 West Freeway 
10 5801 West 4395 South, West Valley City 0.31 5800 West Freeway 

11–17 4466 through 4516 Cape Vista Way, West 
Valley City (7 properties) 

1.37 5800 West Freeway 

18–29 Vista Development, Phase I, West Valley City 
(12 vacant lots)  

3.04 5800 West Freeway 

30–51 Vista Development, Phase II, West Valley City 
(22 vacant lots) 

3.08 5800 West Freeway 

52 5812 W. New Bingham Highway, West Jordan 10.01 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

53 5702 W. New Bingham Highway, West Jordan 9.77 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

54 6045 West 9859 South, West Jordan 1.00 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

55 6045 West 9883 South, West Jordan 1.00 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

56 4895 West 12000 South, Herriman 15.53 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

57 4754 West 12600 South, Herriman  3.37 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

58 4782 West 12600 South, Herriman 1.16 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

59 4774 West 12600 South, Herriman 0.01 5800 West Freeway, 
7200 West Freeway 

This table shows property acquired by UDOT as of January 2007.  
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Table 2.3-2. Land Acquired by UDOT for the Utah County Alternatives 

Map 
Number Location 

Parcel 
Size 
(acres) Alternative 

60 3200 West 15399 South, Bluffdale 4.87 All Utah County alternatives 
61 3200 West 15388 South, Bluffdale  10.01 All Utah County alternatives 
62 3200 West 15329 South, Bluffdale 1.00 All Utah County alternatives 
63 2083 West 16001 South, Bluffdale 24.50 All Utah County alternatives 
64 1147 W. State St., Lehi 0.42 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 

65 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.88 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
66 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.74 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
67 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 1.34 2100 North Freeway 
68 Near 2100 North and I-15, Utah County 0.93 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
69 2100 N. Frontage Road, Lehi  1.71 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 

70 1201 West 2100 North, Lehi 1.12 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
71 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 1.20 2100 North Freeway 
72 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 1.75 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
73 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.76 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
74 Near 2100 North and I-15, Utah County 1.13 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 

75 Near 2100 North and I-15, Utah County 1.00 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
76 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 1.63 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
77 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.17 2100 North Freeway 
78 1025 W. State St., Lehi 0.57 2100 North Freeway 
79 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.58 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 

80 Near 2100 North and I-15, Utah County 0.61 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
81 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.11 2100 North Freeway 
82 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.07 2100 North Freeway 
83 Near 2100 North and I-15, Lehi 0.39 2100 North Freeway, Arterials 
84 1080 West 7722 North, Saratoga Springs 1.49 Southern Freeway 

85 7675 N. Redwood Road, Saratoga Springs 10.78 Southern Freeway 
86 7745 N. Redwood Road, Saratoga Springs  3.02 Southern Freeway 
87 10100 West 7750 North, Saratoga Springs  10.98 Southern Freeway 
88 7775 N. Redwood Rd., Saratoga Springs  11.14 Southern Freeway 
89  7700 N. Redwood Rd., Saratoga Springs  6.99 Southern Freeway 

This table shows property acquired by UDOT as of January 2007. 
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2.4 Summary Comparison of Alternatives 

2.4.1 Daily Delay 

Table 2.4-1 provides an overview of the hours of daily delay for the Salt Lake 
County and Utah County non-tolled roadway alternatives within the MVC study 
area. The Salt Lake County freeway alternatives include operation of the 5600 
West Transit Alternative. Table 2.4-2 below provides data for the Salt Lake 
County and Utah County tolled alternatives within the MVC study area. 

Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Daily Hours of Delay for the Non-tolled Alternatives 

Alternative  
East-West 
Arterials 

North-South 
Arterials 

All Arterial 
Streets Freeways All Roads 

Salt Lake County Alternatives 

No-Action 
Hours 

 
28,361 

 
50,757 

 
79,188 

 
5,255 

 
84,373 

5800 West Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
12,964 
–54% 

 
15,134 
–70% 

 
28,098 
–64% 

 
21,755 
314% 

 
49,530 
–41% 

7200 West Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
14,563 
–49% 

 
16,434 
–68% 

 
30,997 
–61% 

 
21,612 
311% 

 
52,609 
–38% 

Utah County Alternatives 

No-Action 
Hours 

 
12,142 

 
9,111 

 
21,253 

 
25,818 

 
47,071 

Southern Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
4,960 
–59% 

 
2,293 
–75% 

 
7,253 
–66% 

 
11,036 
–57% 

 
18,289 
–61% 

2100 North Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
4,575 
–62% 

 
1,914 
–79% 

 
6,489 
–69% 

 
15,854 
–39% 

 
22,343 
–53% 

Arterials 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
4,345 
–64% 

 
1,781 
–80% 

 
6,126 
–71% 

 
13,120 
–49% 

 
19,246 
–59% 
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Table 2.4-2. Comparison of Hours of Daily Delay for the Tolled Alternatives 

Alternative  
East-West 
Arterials 

North-South 
Arterials 

All Arterial 
Streets Freeways All Roads 

Salt Lake County Alternatives 

No-Action 
Hours 

 
28,361 

 
50,757 

 
79,188 

 
5,255 

 
84,373 

5800 West Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
20,620 
–27% 

 
32,416 
–36% 

 
53,036 
–33% 

 
9,096 
73% 

 
62,132 
–26% 

7200 West Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
22,909 
–19% 

 
34,374 
–32% 

 
57,283 
–28% 

 
9,907 
89% 

 
67,190 
–20% 

Utah County Alternatives 

No-Action 
Hours 

 
12,142 

 
9,111 

 
21,253 

 
25,818 

 
47,071 

Southern Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
8,435 
–31% 

 
5,572 
–39% 

 
14,007 
–34% 

 
16,656 
–35% 

 
30,663 
–35% 

2100 North Freeway 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
6,928 
–43% 

 
4,846 
–47% 

 
11,774 
–45% 

 
19,620 
–24% 

 
31,394 
–33% 

Arterials 
Hours 
Change vs. No-Action 

 
3,645 
–70% 

 
4,412 
–52% 

 
8,057 
–62% 

 
15,336 
–41% 

 
23,393 
–50% 

2.4.2 Travel Time 

Table 2.4-3 and Table 2.4-4 below show the PM peak period (3:00 PM to 6:00 
PM) travel time for specific segments of the Salt Lake County and Utah County 
non-tolled alternatives compared to the No-Action Alternative. Table 2.4-5 and 
Table 2.4-6 below provide travel time and speed for the Salt Lake County and 
Utah County tolled alternatives. The PM travel speeds in the tables are an 
average for the entire trip length. 
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2.4.3 Cost 

Table 2.4-7 compares the costs of the action alternatives. 

Table 2.4-7. Comparison of the Costs of the Action Alternatives 
(in 2004 and 2010 Dollars) 

Alternative 2004 Cost 2010 Cost 

Salt Lake County Alternatives   

5600 West Transit Alternative   

Dedicated Right-of-Way Option $595,000,000 $860,000,000 
Mixed-Traffic Option $491,000,000 $710,000,000 

5800 West Freeway Alternative $1,134,000,000 $1,638,000,000 
7200 West Freeway Alternative $1,065,000,000 $1,538,000,000 

Utah County Alternatives   

Southern Freeway Alternative $543,000,000 $784,000,000 
2100 North Freeway Alternative $422,000,000 $609,000,000 
Arterials Alternative $500,000,000 $722,000,000 
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2.4.4 Environmental Impacts 

Table 2.4-8 and Table 2.4-9 below provide a comparison of the environmental 
impacts of the MVC action alternatives for Salt Lake and Utah Counties. 

Table 2.4-8. Environmental Impacts from the Salt Lake County Alternatives 

5600 West Transit Alternativea 

Impact Category Unit 
Dedicated 

Transit Mixed Transit 

5800 West 
Freeway 

Alternative 

7200 West 
Freeway 

Alternative 

Land converted to 
roadway use 

Acres 160 141 1,798 1,422 

Prime farmland  Acres 0 0 22 30 

Agriculture Protection 
Areas 

Number 0 0 0 0 

Relocations Number 15 10 186 233 

Potential relocationsb Number 11 11 13 15 

Recreation areas Number 2 2 3 2 

Community facilities Number 5 6 2 1 

Existing trails Number 3 3 1 2 

Proposed trails Number 21 20 35 30 

Noise receptors above 
criteria 

Number 0 0 446 739 

Stream/canal crossings Number 7 7 12 12 

Primary impacts to 
wetlands 

Acres Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

27.20 29.83 

Secondary impacts to 
wetlands 

Acres Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

113.50 157.20 

Primary and secondary 
loss of wetland quality or 
function 

FCUc Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

Combined with 
freeway 

alternative 

41.64 48.59 

Threatened and 
endangered species 
habitat 

Number 0 0 0 0 

Adverse impacts to 
cultural resources 

Number 0 0 12 6 

Hazardous waste sites Number 24 20 23 25 

Visual change Category Weak to 
moderate 

Weak to 
moderate 

Moderate Weak to 
moderate 

Section 4(f) use Number 0 0 11 5 
a Dedicated Transit = Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option; Mixed Transit = Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 
b A potential relocation occurs when the right-of-way required for the project affects the property and is between 

1 foot and 15 feet away from the structure. 
c FCU = functional capacity units, which is a measure for assessing impacts to the loss of the wetland function or 

quality. 
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Table 2.4-9. Environmental Impacts from the Utah County Alternatives 

Impact Category Unit 

Southern 
Freeway 

Alternative 

2100 North 
Freeway 

Alternative 
Arterials 

Alternative 

Land converted to 
roadway use 

Acres 846 709 899 

Prime farmland  Acres 149 97 125 

Agriculture Protection 
Areas 

Number 6 0 4 

Relocations Number 127 32 67 

Potential relocationsa Number 9 0 7 

Recreation areas Number 2 0 1 

Community facilities Number 0 0 1 

Existing trails Number 1 1 4 

Proposed trails Number 13 6 20 

Noise receptors above 
criteria 

Number 140 134 226 

Stream/canal crossings Number 4 1 6 

Primary impacts to 
wetlands 

Acres 78.32 14.74 52.87 

Secondary impacts to 
wetlands 

Acres 207.08 22.09 202.85 

Primary and secondary 
loss of wetland quality or 
function 

FCUb 102.91 19.00 75.82 

Threatened and 
endangered species 
habitat 

Number 1 0 1 

Adverse impacts to 
cultural resources 

Number 3 5 7 

Hazardous waste sites Number 4 2 6 

Visual change Category Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Section 4(f) use Number 3 4 5 
a A potential relocation occurs when the right-of-way required for the project affects the 

property and is between 1 foot and 15 feet away from the structure. 
b FCU = functional capacity units, which is a measure for assessing impacts to the loss of the 

wetland function or quality. 
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2.4.5 Preferred Alternatives 

The final selection of an alternative will be made in the Record of Decision, 
which will be prepared after the Final EIS is completed. For the MVC project, 
roadway decisions will be made by FHWA in cooperation with UDOT. The 
transit decision will be made by UTA in cooperation with UDOT and in 
consultation with FTA. The decision to have a non-tolled or tolled MVC 
roadway will be made by the Utah Transportation Commission. UDOT and UTA 
selected the Preferred Alternatives identified in this Draft EIS. FHWA has not 
identified its Preferred Alternatives for the MVC project.   

2.4.5.1 Salt Lake County Alternatives 

Preferred Transit Alternative 

The 5600 West Transit Alternative with Dedicated Right-of-Way Option was 
selected by UTA as the Preferred Transit Alternative based on operational 
characteristics, environmental impacts, and the alternative’s ability to meet the 
project’s purpose. Public input during the scoping process and subsequent public 
meetings were also considered in selecting the Preferred Transit Alternative. The 
Preferred Transit Alternative would be part of the selected roadway alternative 
(5800 West or 7200 West) in Salt Lake County. 

UTA, which helped evaluate the MVC transit alternatives, is a co-project sponsor 
and is responsible for developing and operating public transit in the region. 
During the evaluation of the transit alternative, UTA recommended that the 5600 
West Transit Alternative with Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option should be 
selected as the Preferred Transit Alternative based on the following 
considerations: 

• The Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option would generate more daily 
transit trips (28,500) in 2030 than the Mixed-Traffic Transit Option 
(27,000). 

• The Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option would have fewer safety 
conflicts. Both pedestrian and automobile safety is greatly increased with 
a dedicated transitway located in the center of the right-of-way. This 
increased safety is due to the following factors: 

o Pedestrians would be better able to see approaching transit vehicles 
and regular street traffic. 

o A dedicated transitway is more consistent with drivers’ expectations 
about traffic flow, especially at intersections and turn lanes. 

▼▼  

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-105
 



CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES 

▲▲ 
 

o There would be fewer conflicts involving transit vehicles and regular 
street traffic at intersections. 

• A mixed-traffic or side-running transit system along a major arterial 
would greatly reduce or limit access to the homes and businesses along 
the arterial. 

• Because the transit would have fewer conflicts with pedestrians and 
vehicles, there would be less congestion along 5600 West than if the 
Mixed-Traffic Transit Option were selected. 

Because the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option and the Mixed-Traffic 
Transit Option would follow the same alignment, the environmental impacts to 
the resources evaluated in this EIS would be similar. The main difference 
between these two options is that the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option is 
expected to cause five more commercial relocations. There would be no 
difference between the two options in the number of expected residential 
relocations (12). 

Although the cost of Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option at $595,000,000 
would be higher than that of the Mixed-Traffic Transit Option at $491,000,000, 
UTA decided that the Dedicated Right-of-Way Transit Option should be the 
Preferred Transit Alternative based on the operational benefits discussed above 
and because the environmental impacts were similar between the two options. 

Preferred Roadway Alternative 

The 5800 West Freeway Alternative has been initially identified by UDOT as its 
Preferred Roadway Alternative in Salt Lake County. The selection was based on 
close coordination with the affected cities and the public and consultation with 
resource agencies. The cities in the MVC study area preferred the 5800 West 
Freeway Alternative, and the resource agencies felt that this alternative would 
have fewer impacts to wetlands and wildlife resources. Provided below are some 
of the key reasons why UDOT selected the 5800 West Freeway Alternative as 
the Preferred Roadway Alternative for Salt Lake County (see Table 2.4-8 above, 
Environmental Impacts from the Salt Lake County Alternatives): 

• Selected by the cities along the alternative as the preferred option 
• Least amount of wetland impacts 
• Least amount of relocations 
• Least amount of prime farmland affected 
• Least amount of noise impacts to residential areas 
• Provides better transportation performance 
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FHWA has not identified a Preferred Alternative for the MVC project in Salt 
Lake County. 

2.4.5.2 Utah County Alternatives 

The 2100 North Freeway Alternative has been initially identified by UDOT as its 
Preferred Roadway Alternative in Utah County. The selection considered input 
from the affected cities and the public and consultation with resource agencies. 
Provided below are some of the key reasons why UDOT selected the 2100 North 
Freeway Alternative as the Preferred Roadway Alternative for Utah County (see 
Table 2.4-9 above, Environmental Impacts from the Utah County Alternatives): 

• Least amount of wetland impacts 
• Least amount of wildlife habitat fragmentation 
• Least amount of residential and business relocations 
• Least amount of prime farmland affected 
• No impact to Agriculture Protection Areas 
• Least amount of noise impacts to residential areas 
• Lowest construction costs 

FHWA has not identified a Preferred Alternative for the MVC project in Utah 
County. FHWA and UDOT are continuing to consider the 4800 North Connector 
Alternative identified by Lehi City (see Section 2.1.6.2, Lehi Point of the 
Mountain Concept). 

2.4.5.3 Public Input on Final Alternative Design 

One common concern with transportation projects is how the final alternative 
will look in the community when it is built. Residents often wonder if they will 
have an opportunity to comment on design elements such as lighting, noise walls, 
and landscaping. These types of design elements are typically evaluated during 
the final design phase of the project after an alternative is selected in the Record 
of Decision and funding has been allocated to construct the project. 

To ensure that the public has the opportunity to be involved in final design 
elements, UDOT uses an approach called Context-Sensitive Solutions, or CSS. 
The CSS philosophy seeks to understand the larger context of a transportation 
project such as its physical, social, economic, community, political, and cultural 
impacts. The intent of CSS is to offer transportation solutions that help connect 
communities and improve residents’ quality of life. During the final design 
process when decisions are made regarding specific design elements, UDOT will 
maintain continuous stakeholder involvement to ensure that the public has the 
opportunity to provide input on the portion of the project that would be located in 
their community. 
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